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ABSTRACT 
VALIDATION INVESTIGATION OF THE POWER BASE SURVEY 
SEPTEMBER 1992 
BENJAMIN W. HEWAT, B.S., SAINT LAWRENCE UNIVERSITY 
M.Ed., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Donald Carew 
Historically, the assessment of power has suffered 
from a dearth of psychometrically sound instrumentation. 
As a result, much of the research on power has been of 
questionable value. 
The primary purpose of this study was to assess the 
validity of the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey; an 
instrument designed to measure social power. A second 
purpose was to investigate any ancillary relationships 
between power profiles, leadership styles, and demographic 
information. This research is significant because the 
development of a valid power instrument could potentially 
make substantial contributions to personnel evaluation and 
placement (i.e. determining worker/worker and worker/job 
compatibility) in industry, education, mental health, or 
any other fields where supervisor-supervisee relations play 
a prominent role. 
Several groups of subjects participated in the study. 
A group of business graduate students provided support for 
the instrument's reliability using a test-retest procedure. 
v 
A team of expert judges and a group of undergraduates 
from a business management course provided substantial face 
validity evidence for the Power Base Survey. The team of 
expert judges also gathered strong content validity 
evidence in support of the Power Base Survey. 
Little criterion-related validity evidence was 
obtained to support the Power Base Survey using a sample of 
40 supervisors and 80 supervisees. However, these results 
were likely due to the hypotheses that were investigated 
since it was easy to find support for alternative 
hypotheses and explanations in the literature, and because 
the other validation evidence obtained from the study 
supported the Power Base Survey. 
The instrument's construct validity appeared to be 
strong as measured by inter-item correlations, subscale 
correlations, and correlations between the Power Base 
Survey and other power instrumentation in the field. 
In conclusion, the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey 
fared fairly well in terms of face validity and construct 
validity after being subjected to an ambitious validation 
investigation. Direct application of the Power Base Survey 
seems to be in order, though as with most instruments, 
additional evidence of validity would be beneficial. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Introduction and Background 
Since its inception, the French and Raven (1959) 
taxonomy of power has spearheaded a vast amount of research 
in business, psychology, and sociology; an indication of 
both its popularity and its potential for diverse 
applications. However, not only has the taxonomy itself 
come under close scrutiny recently, but the field research 
which has been generated has been criticized for several 
methodological flaws (Podsakoff & Shreisheim, 1985). 
Instrumentation purporting to measure the power constructs 
was found to lack adequate content validity, and the 
scaling procedures employed to assess the power constructs 
were deemed inappropriate for the type of data obtained 
(Podsakoff & Shriesheim, 1985). 
To improve upon existing instrumentation, Randolph et 
al. (1983) developed the Power Base Survey which is 
comprised of French & Raven's original five power 
constructs (i.e. coercive, reward, legitimate, referent, 
and expert) plus a sixth power base (i.e. relations power) 
which they found in a factor analysis of the original data. 
Preliminary research using this survey has indicated that 
it has high internal consistency, test-retest reliability. 
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and construct validity. However, much more research needs 
to be done on the Power Base Survey before it can be 
considered a truly psychometrically sound instrument to 
assess power usage. 
1.2 Statement of the Problem 
Presently there exists no valid instrumentation to 
assess social power. However, the Power Base Survey 
designed by Randoph et al. (1983) appears to have made 
significant improvements and revisions over prior 
instrumentation and thus has undergone some evolutionary 
refinement which may be viewed as taking positive strides 
toward the development of a legitimate power assessment 
instrument. Nonetheless, despite the positive findings of 
preliminary validation studies, the Randolph et al. (1983) 
Power Base Survey should be treated as a new instrument and 
subjected to the rigors of good validation research to 
support it as an empirically sound measure of power use. 
1.3 Purpose of the Study 
The primary purpose of this study is to further 
review and assess the reliability and validity of the Power 
Base Survey designed by Randolph et al.(1983). Increased 
validation of this instrument will lead to greater 
credibility for the instrument as a psychometrically sound 
and operationally based tool to assess social power. In 
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addition, a second purpose is to address new possible uses 
of the instrument by investigating the relationship between 
power profiles and leadership styles. Lastly, a third 
purpose is to examine the ancillary relationships between 
power profiles and relevant demographic information (i.e. 
gender, leadership style, level of management, etc.) that 
may significantly impact the way power is perceived and 
utilized. 
1.4 Significance of the Study 
Three factors relate to the significance of this 
study. The importance of validity is discussed in 
Section 1.4.1. The importance of power is presented in 
Section 1.4.2. Finally, practical applications of a valid 
tool to assess social power are described in Section 1.4.3. 
1.4.1 Importance of Validity 
Validity is the most important characteristic of the 
scores obtained from a test (AERA, APA, NCME, 1985; Brown, 
1983; Wainer & Braun, 1988) Indeed, the process of 
instrument validation is crucial as a means of assuring an 
accurate representation of an intended domain of study. 
Tests which have been employed without substantial 
validation may not only yield faulty and misleading data, 
but may also tarnish the reputation of similar instruments 
which have been proven to be psychometrically sound. 
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Businesses, schools, government agencies, the field 
of mental health, etc. all rely heavily upon the use of 
instrumentation for training, hiring, placement, and 
assessment purposes. In a sense, these institutions are at 
the mercy of instrument designers to insure valid 
instrumentation. It is easy to be duped by the attraction 
of an instrument's face validity without questioning its 
content, predictive or construct validity. Such 
superficial judgments of validity, based primarily on 
appearance, are often erroneous and may be potentially 
damaging to both individuals and organizations alike. 
When critical decisions in the work place are based upon 
poor or invalid instrumentation, the outcomes of these 
decisions are often more detrimental than the problems they 
were originally intended to solve. Sadly, the real problem 
(i.e. invalid instrumentation) often remains undetected by 
the practitioners who use these instruments. Fortunately, 
however, many researchers are now beginning to realize the 
detrimental consequences of invalid instrumentation and 
thus are advocating that more rigorous standards be set for 
proper validation of instrumentation (Wainer & Braun, 
1988). 
Ideally test validation is a never ending process. 
Attempts at further validation can only improve existing 
instrumentation. If the research determines that an 
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instrument is valid for a particular purpose, such a 
finding lends more support to the application of the 
instrument. On the other hand, if the research indicates 
that the instrument is invalid with regard to a specific 
purpose, the designer of the test can sometimes use that 
information to substantially improve the instrument or 
alternately, advise against its use for the particular 
intended application. 
1.4.2 Importance of Power 
If social power is regarded as a tool to initiate 
change in a predetermined and desired direction, it is 
perhaps the most valuable commodity a leader can possess. 
In part, it defines the primary channel (i.e. the 
supervisor-supervisee relationship) through which 
information and instruction are disseminated throughout an 
organization. Therefore, very strict attention should be 
paid to the types of power that are manifested in 
supervisor-supervisee interactions in conjunction with how 
these types of power affect the organization as a whole. It 
is not unreasonable to assume that some types of power may 
be more conducive to some supervisor-supervisee 
relationships (i.e. yield greater productivity or 
satisfaction) than other types of power. Therefore, the 
ideal goal would be to identify which power base 
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combinations contribute to the greatest levels of 
efficiency and satisfaction for both supervisors and 
supervisees alike. 
Power is a worthy course of study for several 
reasons. First, Boyatzis (1982) indicates that socialized 
power (i.e. using power to establish bonds and networks) 
and unilateral power (i.e. using power to obtain supervisee 
compliance) are highly correlated with managerial 
effectiveness. Brewer et al. (1984) state that power is 
"the essence of leadership" (p. 26). Without it, a leader 
is both helpless and ineffective. S/he has no medium by 
which to effect change and no influence by which to command 
a following. 
Secondly, power exists in several different 
capacities in an organization (Hersey and Stinson, 1980). 
Therefore, it is paramount that leaders both recognize and 
understand the power structure in which they operate (i.e. 
who has the power and how that power impacts other 
individuals in the organization) so that they can apply 
their own power accordingly. 
Thirdly, Tjosvold (1985, p. 282) states that "power 
is typically thought to have a necessary but socially 
disapproved role in organizations." This idea is 
especially evident when individuals use or abuse their 
power to selfish ends; an effect which runs counter to the 
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objectives of the organization. Thus, the study of power 
may help determine the social contexts in which leaders can 
use power to effect benign changes rather than detrimental 
ones. 
Fourth, power is a theme that is very relevant to 
social issues and the problems that women or other 
minorities face in organizations (e.g. feeling 
misunderstood, being underestimated and underutilized, 
sexual harassment, racial discrimination, etc.). These 
topics may be partially understood, clarified, and 
rectified through a thorough examination of the power 
context in which they occur. Gilroy (1989) states "It is 
only by understanding the structure of power, and the 
reasons and conditions of its existence, that we can ever 
hope to change the balance of power" (p.164). 
Last of all, in recent years, there has been a 
gradual shift in the definition of power which necessarily 
changes the dynamics of the supervisor-supervisee 
relationship. Traditionally power has been characterized 
by an unbalanced, directive, competitive relationship 
whereby a manager imposes his/her will on a subordinate 
(Roberts, 1986). In contrast, a more egalitarian view of 
power, entitled "collective power", implies the empowerment 
of both the leader and the follower(s) (Swingle, 1976) and 
is characterized by cooperation and mutual interest; a 
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perspective which is antithetical to the traditional view. 
This is a crucial transition in the evolution of power, and 
both its short term and long term effects should be 
monitored in regards to the quality of the supervisor- 
supervisee relationship. 
1.4.3 Applications of a Valid Instrument to Assess Social 
Power 
Ultimately, a good instrument is one that is both 
valid and can be put to a constructive use. There are 
several pragmatic applications for a psychometrically sound 
measure of social power. 
First, training programs focusing primarily on power 
issues or on topics integrally related to power could 
benefit from instrumentation which would yield specific 
employee power profiles. Training programs on management 
strategies, human growth or self-actualization, 
communication skills, facilitation training, conflict 
resolution, team building, social issues, etc. could be 
substantially improved with a closer examination of the 
types of power that were operative within these topics. 
These training programs could include an experiential 
component whereby participants could practice using power 
bases that were determined to be the best for each given 
situation. 
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Secondly, a valid power instrument could be used for 
purposes of screening, assessment, and placement within an 
organization. Drucker (1986) indicates that executives make 
poor staffing decisions to the extent that only one third 
of their choices are good ones. Poor choices may result in 
employee turnover which creates monetary loss, disruption 
of performance and communication patterns, and a decline in 
employee morale (Mobly, 1982). Therefore, employees could 
be matched on the basis of their power profiles to enhance 
employee-employee or employee-job compatibility, and 
ultimately improve worker satisfaction. 
Finally, on a more global scale, the power 
distribution of an entire company could be determined by 
examining the worker power profiles on every level of the 
organizational hierarchy. If the power distribution was 
found to be inequitable or counter to the charter of the 
organization, upper level management could take steps to 
remedy the problem. 
In conclusion, power appears to be a topic that could 
benefit from more research. From the preceding discussion 
of validity and power, it should be clear that the 
validation of an operationally sound instrument to assess 
social power could have many pragmatic applications in 
organizational settings. 
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1.5 Definition of Terms 
Validity is defined as the extent to which the 
results of an evaluation procedure serve the particular 
uses for which they are intended (Gronlund, 1981). Three 
points should be emphasized in this definition. First, 
validity is not a characteristic of an instrument itself, 
but rather pertains to the interpretation of the data 
generated from that instrument. Secondly, any evaluation 
of data is valid only as a matter of degree. Therefore, it 
does not present itself as an "all or none" phenomenon 
although researchers will often give the impression that it 
is. Thirdly, the term validity only has significance within 
a given context: test score validity is specific to a 
particular use and/or population. For other uses and/or 
populations, validity evidence must be demonstrated before 
the instrument can be recommended. 
A. Face Validity refers to the degree that an 
instrument appears to measure what it claims to 
measure. 
B. Content Validity refers to the degree that an 
instrument samples the total relevant domain. 
C. Criterion-related Validity refers to the degree 
that an instrument will predict performance on an 
external measure related to the pertinent domain. 
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D. Construct Validity refers to the degree that an 
instrument adequately measures a theoretical 
concept. 
Power is defined as a construct that individuals 
possess which allows them to influence the behavior of 
others. In operational terms, it may be viewed as the 
amount of force or control a person or group uses to 
manipulate or affect the actions of other people. Three 
points should be highlighted in this definition. The first 
is that power exists as a relationship between two or more 
people and thus has no meaning as an independent construct. 
Secondly, power varies depending upon the context in which 
it is employed, so it is susceptible to both temporal and 
environmental changes. Thirdly, based upon research by 
Frost and Stahelski (1988), power and exercised power will 
be viewed as synonymous constructs in this study. 
Therefore, it is from the actual demonstration or reporting 
of power in a behavioral sense that the inference about an 
individual's power can be made. 
1.6 Outline of Remainder of Dissertation 
The remainder of this dissertation will consist of 
four chapters. Chapter two will begin with a thorough 
review of the power base literature to provide a historical 
context of the French and Raven power typology. The 
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remainder of the chapter will provide a description of the 
Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base Survey, the research 
performed to assess the validity and reliability of the 
instrument, and some preliminary interpretations and 
ramifications of that research. Potential strengths and 
shortcomings of that research will be identified and 
discussed. 
Chapter three will delineate the methodology of the 
research study. Sample characteristics, instrumentation, 
research design, data collection, and data analysis will be 
presented. 
Chapter four will present the data from the 
validation study and discuss some of the implications of 
these findings as they relate to the Power Base Survey. 
Chapter five will begin with a summary of the 
relevant results followed by the conclusions drawn from the 
research. The delimitations of the study will then be 
addressed before presenting recommendations pertaining to 
instrument validation and potential areas of future 
research. The chapter will close with an overview of the 
evolution of social power. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter contains a comprehensive review of the 
literature pertaining to the construct of social power. The 
goals of this chapter are to provide: 
1. a historical review of power as it relates to 
organizational research. 
2. a description of French and Raven's five power base 
classification system including some relevant 
applications and instrumentation. 
3. a discussion and critique of the existing methods 
and instrumentation used to assess social power. 
4. a description of the Randolph et al. (1983) Power 
Base Survey including some evidence of its validity 
as a psychometrically sound measure of power usage. 
2.2 Historical Development of the Power Construct 
The concept of power dates back to antiquity. Although 
there is no way of dating the concept as a conscious 
theoretical construct, there is evidence of its existence 
as a deliberate topic of study in 1651 when the British 
philosopher Thomas Hobbes contended that "the basic goal of 
men and woman was to enhance their egos by attaining power 
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and mastery over others" (Shaffer, 1979, p. 11). For 
society to exist, people were taught to pursue a collective 
ego by working to make their families, communities, and 
society strong and masterful. As indicated, power was 
viewed as a political force between large social 
institutions such as government and church, government and 
military, and different classes and castes of people. Such 
early conceptualizations of power served as the heart of 
the understanding for social psychology as it became an 
established discipline. Nonetheless, although power was 
recognized as an important topic, social psychology eluded 
any attempts at direct examination of the phenomenon 
(Cartwright, 1959). However, as theorists began to 
recognize the relationship between power and other 
important psychological phenomena worthy of study (e.g. 
leadership, communication, interpersonal relationships, 
etc.) and as behaviorism came into prominence and stressed 
an empirical need to quantify and measure behavior, there 
grew a need to study power and operationalize it. 
Social power consists of three major conceptual 
fronts: field theory, social exchange theory, and political 
science theory (Busch, 1980). This chapter concerns itself 
primarily with the French and Raven power taxonomy which 
allies itself with field theory (Busch, 1980). Field 
theory is an orientation advanced by Kurt Lewin which 
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refers to "a method of analyzing causal relations and of 
building scientific constructs" (Lewin, 1943). Four 
fundamental ideas are paramount to field theory and 
comprise the theoretical foundation upon which French and 
Raven developed their power taxonomy: 
1. Lewin stresses the psychological component in 
understanding behavior. He takes a relativist 
position in which a psychological perspective is 
very real to the person being observed. 
2. The psychological field or "life space" serves as 
the primary concept in Lewin’s field theory. The 
field represents the totality of the individual, the 
environment, and the interplay between the two. All 
psychological events can only be understood in 
relation to this gestalt. 
3. Lewin advocates a strong systemic approach whereby 
psychological events have significance in relation 
to the characteristics of the field at the specific 
time that the events occur. The life space of an 
individual is always dynamic and shifting thereby 
constantly creating a different set of conditions in 
which psychological events occur. 
4. All living systems maintain a balance with their 
environment. If this balance is upset or altered. 
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the system gravitates toward restoration of 
equilibrium. 
The relationship between these concepts and French and 
Raven's power constructs is illustrated clearly in their 
definition of power where 0 is the social agent which 
wields the power and P represents the person who is 
influenced by the power. 
The influence of 0 on system a in the life space of P 
is defined as the resultant force on system a which 
has its source in an act of 0. This resultant force 
induced by 0 consists of two components: a force to 
change the system in the direction induced by 0 and an 
opposing resistance set up by the same act of 0. 
(French and Raven, in Cartwright, 1959, p. 151) 
2.3 French and Raven's Power Typology 
The following represents the French and Raven power 
typology. As a social agent, 0 can be a person, a role, a 
norm, or a group. French and Raven developed the theory 
from the perspective of P so that the individual power 
bases are each characterized by P's perception of 0's 
influence. 
Reward Power is based on P's perception that 0 has the 
ability to mediate rewards for him. 
Coercive Power is based on P's perception that 0 has the 
ability to mediate punishments for him. 
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Legitimate Power is based on the perception by P that 0 has 
a legitimate right to prescribe behavior for him. 
Referent Power is based on P's identification with 0. 
Expert Power is based on the perception that 0 has some 
special knowledge or expertness. 
(Cartwright, 1959, p. 155 & 156) 
2.4 Adaptations and Criticisms of the French and Raven 
Power Typology 
French and Raven (1959) are renowned for having 
devised a classification system for the domain of social 
power. Their original work consisted of designating five 
power bases (i.e. reward, coercive, legitimate, referent 
and expert) that have since been the subject of extended 
research (Bass, 1981) and augmentation. Nevertheless, 
despite the popularity of the French and Raven 
classification system, their work has undergone criticism 
concerning several different points. 
Patchen (1974) objected to French and Raven's 
classification system because there was no uniform standard 
used to describe the power bases. While reward and 
coercive power were delineated in accordance to external 
factors available to the power wielder, referent and 
legitimate power were defined in terms of personality 
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variables or character traits of the power wielder 
herself/himself. Expert power was described as a composite 
of both these factors. 
Student (1968) also indicates the inconsistency in the 
French and Raven typology. He maintains that "referent and 
expert power are conceptually and qualitatively different 
from reward power, coercive power, and legitimate power" 
(p. 189). 
Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson's (1980) criticism of 
French and Raven's classification is that it is based upon 
rational premises. They state "when influence acts are 
actually studied, it is found that people do not exercise 
influence in ways predicted by rational classification 
schemes" (p. 440). 
Yukl and Taber (1983) indicate that the French and 
Raven taxonomy is not comprehensive in the sense that it 
excludes some important forms of influence (e.g. use of 
participation, informational control, etc.). 
Kanter (1977) espouses that the French and Raven 
typology is good for understanding individual transactions, 
but is very limited in helping to understand large 
organizational systems. 
Although widely accepted, it is apparent that the 
French and Raven power taxonomy is perceived to have 
numerous shortcomings. However, the fact that it has 
18 
withstood continued criticism and still maintains its 
status as the best and most popular classification system 
of social power attests to the merit of the typology. 
2.5 Podsakoff and Schriesheim Critique of Validation 
Methods 
Although French and Raven's (1959) power base typology 
has been the focus of much empirical investigation, much of 
this research has been criticized on several fronts. The 
most comprehensive critique and compilation of extant 
research was prepared by Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) 
who examined the relationship between French & Raven's 
power bases and numerous subordinate criterion variables 
(i.e. subordinate performance, satisfaction of supervision, 
job satisfaction, organizational satisfaction, withdrawal 
behavior, work commitment, conformity, role and goal 
clarity, job tension, etc.). 
Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) found that these 
early studies indicated that most of the criterion 
variables were negatively related or unrelated to coercive, 
reward, or legitimate power but positively related to 
expert and referent power. They discovered these results 
ran contrary to more recent research in the area of 
supervisory reward and punishment behavior where there was 
found to be a positive relationship between supervisory 
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reward behavior and subordinate outcome variables such as 
productivity and satisfaction. 
To account for this discrepancy, Podsakoff and 
Schriesheim (1985) analyzed the methodological procedures 
employed in these studies and then delineated five major 
problems inherent in their designs: 
1. There was a lack of content validity in the items 
representing the five French & Raven power bases. 
The original French & Raven definitions of the power 
bases were both abstract and ambiguous thus yielding 
the potential for a great deal of flexibility in 
interpretation. Researchers attempting to formulate 
behavioral statements that represented the power 
bases could easily extract different meanings from 
the definitions, thereby reducing any 
standardization that would serve as an important 
control in supporting the validity of an instrument. 
Furthermore, single item scales were employed to 
represent each one of the power bases. A single 
item, although partially representative of a given 
domain, is insufficient in representing an entire 
spectrum or concept simply because it is limited in 
scope. That is to say, the individual focus of a 
single item measure is incapable of encapsulating 
the entire meaning of a multi-faceted concept. In 
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sum, the single item measures used to depict the 
power bases tended to be too restrictive, thus 
inadequately sampling the content domain of the 
French and Raven typology. 
2. The selection of power bases used an ipsative ranking 
procedure which prevented a valid independent 
assessment of the effects of each power base. Such a 
procedure necessitates a hierarchial structuring 
whereby a specific power base is chosen over other 
power bases due to its relative strength or 
importance. Choosing a power base in this fashion 
sets up a competitive relationship whereby one power 
base is selected to the exclusion of the others. 
Moreover, such ranking procedures often establish a 
negative correlation between the power bases and 
subordinate criterion variables. To guard against 
this phenomenon and to ensure that each power base 
gets equal representation, another format must be 
employed which does not entail prioritizing (e.g. 
the Likert format). 
3. Previous instrumentation did not address the 
response bias inherent in self-report measures. 
Social desirability effects may induce respondents 
to consciously or unconsciously provide biased 
information especially if questions pertain to 
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potentially sensitive issues such as supervisor- 
supervisee relationships. Both the power bases and 
the criterion measures are susceptible to bias where 
respondents would like to cast themselves in a 
positive light. One means of alleviating this 
problem is by formulating the questions using a 
behavioral referent (i.e. the way a supervisor 
behaves) in place of an attributional statement 
(i.e. the reason that the supervisee complies). 
Since the occurrence of a behavior is usually easily 
confirmed due to its visibility, there is less room 
for bias or interpretation to invalidate relevant 
data. 
4. The majority of prior studies have determined their 
findings by averaging group scores or a combination 
of group and individual scores. Such a procedure 
can distort or hide significant interaction effects 
between variables. This technique also presumes a 
standardized response between supervisors and 
supervisees rather than portraying every 
relationship as being unique in terms of the type 
and intensity of power that characterizes it. Thus, 
any extreme responses that could affect the 
interpretation of data might not be recognized. 
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since the averaging process would pull these 
extremes closer to the norm. 
5. Due to probable interaction effects between the power 
bases, existing research has not yet made headway in 
isolating the effects of individual power bases. 
Thus, it is questionable whether the research to 
date is theoretically sound since it has dealt with 
the concept of power as more of a hybrid than a 
phenomenon comprised of five or six pure power 
bases. This delineation may be especially important 
because it has been found that some power bases join 
together to form a power cluster (e.g. referent 
power and expert power). Such interdependencies make 
it difficult, if not impossible, to make educated 
inferences about which power bases are actually 
operating. 
In conclusion, most of the research to date has had 
severe shortcomings either in the methodology or in the 
actual instrumentation employed to assess power base usage. 
As a result, it is likely that such research has generated 
faulty data. Consequently, any direct applications (e.g. 
placement, assessment, etc.) or subsequent research based 
on the faulty data may also be discredited since the 
foundation upon which it was based has been shown to be 
invalid. 
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2.6 Additional Critique of Research on Power Base 
Assessment 
This author concurs with the Podsakoff and Shreisheim 
(1985) critique of the Bachman et al. (1966), Student 
(1968), and Thamhain and Gemmill (1974) instrumentation to 
assess power base use. All three measures appear to do an 
insufficient job of tapping the breadth of power constructs 
proposed by French and Raven. Using single item measures 
usually provides only low correlations with the construct 
being assessed and the reliability of the item is typically 
poor (Churchill, 1979). At the very least, extensive 
evidence for the validity of these instruments is lacking. 
In some instances, the attempts to operationalize the 
original power bases appear to lack face validity (Rahim, 
1986) to the extent of being totally irrelevant. As an 
example, Student's (1968) one item measure of referent 
power is based upon the supervisee's perception that 
his/her supervisor is a "nice guy" and should not be hurt. 
Both these stipulations (i.e. nice guy, no harm) seem to be 
far removed from even peripheral interpretations of the 
French and Raven construct. It is not difficult to imagine 
a situation where a supervisee views her/his supervisor as 
pleasant yet has no desire to develop any closer affinity 
or identification with her/him. Likewise, not wanting to 
hurt one's supervisor should not be equated with referent 
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power. With the possible exception of the inappropriate 
use of coercive power, lack of harm to one's supervisor 
would likely apply to the other power bases as well. In 
other words. Student's measure does not define referent 
power any more than it defines any of the other power 
bases. 
The Bachman et al. (1966) definition of coercive power 
is problematic in the same fashion. The ability to apply 
pressure is characteristic of all the power bases and thus 
does not uniquely describe coercive power. 
Another significant problem with several of the items 
is that they consist of "double-barreled statements that 
reduce the reliability of the scales" (Rahim, 1986) (e.g. 
My supervisor can apply pressure or penalize those who do 
not cooperate). Compounded on this issue is that some of 
the statements are disjunctive (i.e. serving to separate or 
divide) while others are phrased in a conjunctive fashion 
(i.e. serving to join or connect). For example, as 
Thamhain & Gemmill (1974) have presented it, coercive power 
exists in an either-or situation where the subordinate 
chooses from one of two alternatives. The supervisee 
believes that either a supervisor can apply pressure or a 
supervisor can penalize the people that work under him. As 
stated, if either of these conditions is met, it is 
sufficient to represent the power base at hand. Student's 
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(1966) definition and Bachman et al.'s (1966) measure of 
coercive power are phrased in a similar fashion and thus 
are subject to the same complications. 
In contrast, Bachman et al. (1966) and Student (1968) 
use a conjunctive phraseology in their measures of referent 
power. In these situations, both conditions have to be met 
to adequately represent the power base at hand. For 
example, in the Bachman et al. (1966) measure of referent 
power, the supervisee has to both admire her/his supervisor 
and s/he must want to behave in a fashion in which that 
respect is reciprocated. To fall short in either of these 
conditions excludes the influence of the power base in 
question. 
Although these shortcomings may have just been 
oversights on the part of the researchers, solid instrument 
design necessitates careful inspection of consistency and 
clarity of phraseology. To overlook such fundamentals 
yields the probability of differing interpretations of 
sample items by the respondents of the instrument. Thus, 
although simple conjunctions can be readily overlooked, 
their impact on the semantic nature of a statement is 
crucial. 
Although not critical to their research, Thamhain & 
Gemmill (1974) employed affective verbs (e.g. "I feel he 
can influence my salary.") where cognitive ones would have 
26 
better suited to the context (e.g. "I believe he can 
influence my salary."). The appropriate matching of verbs 
and content enhances the clarity of each statement. 
A fourth instrument to assess power usage which was 
not mentioned in the Podsakoff and Shreisheim (1985) 
critique was the Power Perception Profile designed by 
Hersey and Natemeyer (1979). This instrument assesses an 
individual's power in relation to the original French and 
Raven typology plus information power (based upon the 
leader's knowledge that is perceived as valuable) and 
connection power (based upon a leader's connection with 
influential people internal and external to the 
organization). The instrument consists of 21 forced choice 
pairs to compare each of the seven power bases with each of 
the other power bases. Unfortunately, however, this design 
suffers from the same complications as the other 
instruments which employed an ipsative ranking procedure 
(i.e. scales which are not methodologically independent of 
each other). Secondly, the Hersey and Natemeyer (1979) 
instrument also uses single item operationalizations to 
represent each of the power bases thereby, at best, only 
producing a modest representation of the power constructs. 
One major distinction between the aforementioned 
instrumentation and the Power Base Survey designed by 
Randolph et al. (1983) is that the former questionnaires 
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were all designed for specific purposes as a means to 
achieve a further end. Student (1968) was interested in 
incremental influence and its relationship to a variety of 
specific performance variables. Thamhain & Gemmill (1974) 
used the French and Raven typology to investigate influence 
styles of project managers. Bachman et al. (1966) studied 
the relationship between distribution and source of social 
control and organizational effectiveness. Hersey and 
Natemeyer (1979) were primarily interested in the 
integration of power bases with managerial styles of 
situational leadership theory. In contrast, the Randolph 
et al. (1983) instrument appears to be designed for more 
generic uses. Their Power Base Survey can be applied over 
a broad range of situations. 
Power instruments designed by Dieterly and Schneider 
(1974) and Holzbach (1974) may be viable tools to assess 
power base usage. They demonstrated significant 
improvements over much of the existing instrumentation. 
First of all, the power bases on these instruments are 
tapped by several items which generally appear to have 
significant face validity and substantial breadth in 
representing each power base construct. Secondly, unlike 
the Bachman et al. (1966), Student (1966), and Thamhain & 
Gemmill (1974) instrumentation, Dieterly and Schneider 
(1974) and Holzbach (1974) used direct and unambiguous 
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phraseology for each item (i.e. presenting a single idea in 
each statement). 
This author is unsure why neither the Dieterly and 
Schneider (1974) questionnaire nor the Holzbach (1974) 
instrument was critiqued or even mentioned in the Podsakoff 
and Schriesheim (1985) study, especially considering the 
dearth of instrumentation to assess social power. One 
reason may be related to their apparent obscurity. Neither 
instrument is as prevalent in the literature as are the 
other instruments used to assess social power. 
A second reason may pertain to Podsakoff and 
Schriesheim's (1985) decision to cover only field studies 
in their research. The Dieterly and Schneider (1974) study 
qualifies as more of a laboratory study or experimental 
research and thus may have been disqualified on those 
grounds. Nonetheless, the instrument used in the study 
does fulfill a major criterion as stated by Podsakoff and 
Schriesheim (1985) (i.e "to have used explicit and complete 
operationalizations of the French and Raven framework", p. 
387) although it does not meet their other criterion (i.e. 
examining the relationship between the power bases and 
subordinate outcome variables). 
In response to the Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) 
critique of existing research and to further research on 
social power, two relatively recent studies have used 
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instrumentation addressing and rectifying problems that 
confounded previous methodological techniques. 
Hinkin and Schriesheim (1989) developed a notable 20 
item power scale derived from the original French and Raven 
power constructs. To assure conceptual consistency among 
scale items (i.e. that all items were described using the 
same perspective), all the scales were formulated using 
behavioral referents (i.e. the ability to administer 
objects or feelings) rather than attributional ones. The 
measures demonstrated good reliability and discriminant, 
content, and criterion-related validity. 
A 23 item power scale developed by Frost and Stahelski 
(1988) demonstrated that the five French and Raven power 
constructs were statistically independent and could be 
identified through factor analysis. The power scale used 
several items to adequately sample each power construct 
thereby enhancing the instrument's content validity. It 
employed a Likert scale response format to avoid rank 
ordering. Lastly, the power scale was based upon actual 
power use rather than potential power thereby minimizing 
social desirability effects from respondents. A study by 
Stahelski, Frost and Patch (1989) lent support to the Frost 
and Stahelski (1988) power scale as being a viable tool to 
methodologically delineate the French and Raven power 
constructs. 
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In summary, these two instruments were chosen to 
assess the validity of the Randolph et al. (1983) Power 
Base Survey, because they appear to be two of the best and 
most current indices of social power. Unlike the older 
instrumentation that was often based upon faulty 
methodology, these measures were developed in response to 
the Podsakoff and Schriesheim critique of existing research 
on social power. As a result, they incorporated 
suggestions from that critique leading to evolutionary 
improvements over previous research (i.e. the use of 
behavioral descriptors, multi-item measures of social 
power). 
Secondly, both instruments have undergone preliminary 
validation tests in their own development and thus may 
serve as legitimate criteria by which to assess the 
validity of the Power Base Survey. 
2.7 Randolph et al. Power Base Survey 
The validity of the Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base 
Survey is being assessed in this study. A description of 
the instrument is provided in section 2.7.1 followed by its 
improvements over extant instrumentation in section 2.7.2. 
Research supporting the survey is presented in section 
2.7.3. 
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2.7.1 Description of the Instrument 
The Power Base Survey developed by Randolph et al. 
(1983) is a three page instrument consisting of 30 
questions each beginning with the phrase "To What Extent Do 
You" and ending with a different power related phrase. 
Respondents are required to make their assessment by 
choosing a number on a 7 point Likert scale which best 
represents their opinion, and writing that number in the 
space beside each question. The Power Base Survey comes in 
two forms; one to assess one's own power usage and one to 
assess the power usage of another individual. 
The third page of the instrument consists of the 
scoring sheet on which respondents place their answers in 
six predetermined columns; each column representing a 
separate power base. The respondents then add up the 
scores in each column to obtain their total score for each 
of the six power bases. The National Survey Mean is listed 
in parentheses under the totals to provide respondents with 
a broad basis of comparison. 
2.7.2 Improvements over Existing Instrumentation 
The Power Base Survey designed by Randolph et al. 
(1983) addressed some of the criticisms cited in the 
Podsakoff and Shriesheim (1985) critique of the research 
pertaining to the French and Raven typology of power. 
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First, to remedy the problem of poor content validity, 
Randolph et al. developed multiple item scales which more 
broadly tapped the content of each power base. Each power 
base was tapped by four items to cover the breadth of the 
power constructs. 
Secondly, rather than using the ipsative ranking 
procedure adopted by many previous researchers, Randolph et 
al. (1983) opted to assess the power bases using a 
traditional Likert scale thereby negating any competing 
hierarchial effects which could distort the data. 
Thirdly, Randolph et al.(1983) employed behavioral 
referents in their scales to measure power base use. 
Although this might have reduced social desirability 
effects as Podsakoff and Schriesheim (1985) indicated, it 
by no means suppressed them completely. The issue of 
social desirability is problematic when dealing with terms 
that are, by their very nature, unfavorable. The coercive 
power scale on French and Raven's classification system may 
present an insurmountable difficulty in overcoming response 
bias. Questions pertaining to this scale on the Randolph 
et al. instrument do appear to be sensitive to response 
bias in terms of social desirability, but this seems to be 
more a function of the coercion construct than the fault of 
the Randolph et al. instrument itself. That is to say, any 
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self report measure of this construct would likely 
encounter the same response bias. 
Also, according to Hunt, Sekaran & Schriesheim (1982), 
respondents tend to rate themselves differently depending 
upon the status or power that they possess: 
Self-ratings reflect power and position. The 
powerful often act humble; the powerless do not. 
The powerful positions consistently rate 
themselves as less effective than do their peers; 
the powerless consistently rate themselves as more 
effective than do their peers, (p.62) 
The Randolph et al. (1983) instrument was designed to 
focus on the individual level of analysis and thus 
circumvent any problems inherent in averaging or grouping 
subordinate responses. 
Except in a purely theoretical sense, the Randolph et 
al. instrument did not attempt to control interaction 
effects between power bases. Indeed, a realistic concrete 
delineation or isolation of power bases may be extremely 
difficult. Cartwright (1959) states: 
It is rare that we can say with certainty that a 
given empirical case of power is limited to one 
source. Normally, the relation between 0 and P 
will be characterized by several qualitatively 
different variables which are the bases of power. 
(p. 155) 
In summary, it appears that the Randolph et al. (1983) 
Power Base Survey addressed four out of the five criticisms 
Podsakoff and Shriesheim (1985) mentioned in their critique 
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of existing research. Further validation work on the 
instrument at this time seems highly justified and 
desirable. 
2.7.3 Research to Support Validation of Instrument 
Randolph et al. (1983) assessed the validity of the 
Power Base Survey to determine the degree to which it 
represented a psychometrically sound measure of 
operationalizing the French and Raven (1959) power 
constructs. Forty statements were formulated to describe 
the important characteristics of French and Raven's five 
power bases. To assure adequate content validity, 
academics in the field of organizational behavior and a 
sample of business students independently paired each 
statement with one of the original power bases. After 
consensus, 26 items were selected for the final survey and 
formulated into questions using a 7 point Likert scale. 
The instrument was then used to obtain data from a 
pool of managers attending training programs. To test the 
short term reliability of the instrument, the same 
instrument was sent to the managers one month later. The 
results indicated that the power bases remained consistent 
across trials. A factor analysis of the data identified 
six factors; five of which corresponded to the original 
French and Raven five power base classification. The sixth 
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factor, entitled "relations power", pertained to "the 
degree of non task interaction with the supervisor" 
(Randolph et al., n.d., p.8). A loading cutoff point of 
.50 was chosen to determine which items should be retained 
for more extensive analysis. Nineteen of the original 
twenty six items qualified for further analysis using the 
.50 criterion. These items were then factor analyzed again 
yielding the same six factors as the original sample of 
managers, and they remained consistent over time. These 
results upheld the factor structure stability of items and 
provided one piece of preliminary validation support for 
the Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base Survey. 
Another study was carried out to test the factor 
structure of the power base scales as it applied to 
opposite leadership styles. Undergraduates in an 
introductory management course read anecdotes pertaining to 
supervisor-supervisee interactions in a work environment. 
One anecdote described the supervisor as high in initiating 
structure but low in consideration. In the other anecdote, 
the supervisor employed a style that was low in initiating 
structure but high in consideration. The subjects read 
each story and assessed the degree to which they thought 
the manager had the ability to affect supervisee behavior 
based on the power bases. Employing a principal component 
analysis, six distinct dimensions for both gender and 
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leadership style were identified. Congruence coefficients 
indicated that there was a significant degree of factor 
structure congruence between leadership styles and between 
genders which lends support to the generalizability of the 
Randolph et al. (1983) instrument. 
To assess the construct validity of their instrument, 
Randolph et al. (1986) provided samples of supervisors and 
students with pairs of hypothetical leadership situations 
that differed only in regards to the identifying 
characteristic of each power base. (The pairs of conditions 
had been selected after having been pretested on academics, 
managers, and students and were unanimously found to 
represent specific power bases.) The subjects were asked 
to answer the PBS items while assuming the hypothetical 
leadership situations. Both samples rated the paired 
supervisors quite differently from each other on the survey 
items indicating that respondents were clearly able to 
differentiate between the power base items. 
2.8 Summary 
It is apparent from the literature review that 
significant gains have been made in developing a 
psychometrically sound instrument to assess power base use. 
Alleviating shortcomings in prior instrumentation and 
methodology, the Randolph et al. (1983) instrument appears 
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to have developed a substantial research base supporting 
its validity. Nevertheless, to date the instrument has not 
been extensively studied with supervisors. Also, new 
research employing different samples and methodologies can 
assess an instrument's validity from a different 
perspective thereby enhancing the usefulness of the 
instrument. The Randolph et al. Power Base Survey could 
benefit greatly from additional empirical study. 
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CHAPTER III 
RESEARCH METHODS 
3.1 Purpose and Organization 
The purpose of this chapter is to delineate the 
methodological procedures employed to assess the validity 
of the Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base Survey. Based 
upon Smith, Hambleton and Rosen's (1988) premise that 
"ideal validation studies often include evidence from all 
of the traditional categories" (p.4), this author collected 
evidence which addresses the three major types of validity 
(content, criterion-related, construct), face validity, and 
the reliability of the Power Base Survey. The types of 
validity evidence will be described in detail in this 
chapter. 
First, a description of the types of data that were 
collected in the study is described in section 3.2 
including information on the subject pool, instrumentation, 
and the sites of the study. Reliability evidence 
concerning the stability of the test results over time is 
presented in section 3.3. Face validity evidence is 
presented in section 3.4. Evidence relating to the three 
major types of validity (content, criterion-related and 
construct validity evidence) is presented in sections 3.5, 
3.6, and 3.7 respectively. Finally, a brief summary of the 
methodology is presented in section 3.8. 
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3.2 Description of Data Needed to Perform Validation Study 
Several types of data were needed to conduct this 
validation study. The samples for the different kinds of 
validation evidence are presented in section 3.2.1. 
Section 3.2.2 identifies the five instruments employed in 
the research. 
3.2.1 Samples 
The participants for this study came from several 
different populations. To assess the reliability of the 
PBS, the first sample consisted of 16 graduate students in 
an organizational behavior class from the business school 
at Bentley College. Initial contact was made to the chair 
of the department who offered to oversee the collection of 
the data after reviewing the Power Base Survey. The 
department chair contacted a professor in his division who 
was willing to administer the PBS to students in an 
organization behavior course because of the instrument's 
relevance to class material. All the students who attended 
the class filled out the PBS. 
To assess the face validity of the PBS, the second 
sample consisted of 17 undergraduates from an introductory 
business management class at Curry College. Initial 
contact was made through the professor who spoke to his 
class on the importance of participating in research 
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studies. All students in the class participated in the 
study. These students were chosen as subjects because they 
had little or no prior experience with business and thus 
would not be familiar with similar power scales that could 
potentially bias their determination of what the instrument 
measured. 
To assess both the face validity and the content 
validity of the PBS, the third sample consisted of four 
professionals in the areas of management and organizational 
behavior. Two of the four subjects were professors 
actively teaching classes in business management. The two 
other subjects were practitioners who had each been 
actively consulting in organizational development for over 
ten years. Initial contact was made by telephone and 
personal introduction to describe the parameters of the 
research. 
To assess the criterion-related validity and 
construct validity of the PBS, the fourth sample consisted 
of 40 supervisors (21 males, 19 females) and 80 supervisees 
(two for each supervisor) representing several public and 
private organizations in Massachusetts and Maryland. The 
supervisors were recruited from business schools at The 
University of Baltimore and Boston College and from the 
Boston Chapter of the Administrative Management Society. 
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To obtain subjects from the business schools, initial 
contact was made via telephone to the department heads who 
were explained the purpose and the parameters of the study. 
The department heads agreed to recruit supervisors from 
their own classes or referred the researcher to other 
business professors in the department who would be willing 
to engage in a research study and would have an ample 
number of supervisors in their classes. Following the 
phone contact, professors who agreed to assist in the 
research were sent a box of large manilla envelopes; each 
containing a supervisor packet of questionnaires and two 
supervisee packets of questionnaires. The professors were 
provided with written instructions to distribute the 
packets to supervisors in their classes who were willing to 
volunteer for a research study on social power. The 
supervisors, in turn, distributed the remaining supervisee 
packets to two of their supervisees. 
To obtain subjects from the Boston Chapter of the 
Administrative Management Society, initial contact was made 
to the former president of the organization who wrote a 
letter to current members endorsing the research study and 
asking if supervisors would be willing to participate. The 
supervisors who agreed to be in the study were then sent 
envelopes containing the materials to be distributed and 
completed. 
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3.2.2 Instrumentation 
Five instruments were employed to gather data for 
this study. In combination, these instruments were used to 
gather evidence assessing the reliability, face validity, 
content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct 
validity of the Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base Survey. 
(Refer to Table 3.1 for a summary of the instruments and 
the samples to whom they were administered). The Power 
Base Survey (PBS) developed by Randolph et al. (1983) was 
employed to obtain power base profiles of the sample of 
managers. A description of the PBS was provided in the last 
chapter. One version of this instrument (PBS-Self) was 
given to the supervisors directly to assess their own 
perceptions of their power usage. A second version (PBS- 
Other) was given to two of the supervisors' direct 
supervisees to assess their perceptions of their 
supervisors' power base usage. 
The Leader Behavior Analysis (LBA) was employed to 
assess each manager's leadership style. One version of 
this instrument (LBA Self) was given to each supervisor to 
fill out directly. A second version (LBA Other) was given 
to two of the supervisor's supervisees to obtain their 
perceptions of their supervisor's leadership style. 
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Table 3.1 
Summary of Subjects and Instrumentation of Study 
GROUP INSTRUMENTATION 
PBS LBA H&S F&S PAO 
supervisors X(S) X(S) X XX 
supervisees x(o) x(o) 
expert judges X 
graduates X 
(business) 
undergraduates X 
(business) 
PBS = Power Base Survey; LBA = Leader Behavior Analysis 11; 
H&S = Hinkin and Shriesheim Power Scale; F & S = Frost and 
Stahelski Power Scale; PAQ = Power Assessment Questionnaire 
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The LBA was designed by Blanchard, Hambleton, 
Zigarmi, and Forsyth (1981) to determine leadership 
behavior; a combination of task and relationship functions. 
It consists of a four page questionnaire comprising twenty 
multiple choice questions. For each question, the reader 
is presented with a hypothetical dilemma and asked how the 
leader would respond to the situation as presented. Each 
of the four responses represents one of the four leadership 
styles proposed in Situational Leadership Theory. The LBA 
has its origins in the Ohio State Studies which sought to 
delineate the individual dimensions of leader behavior 
(Hersey & Blanchard, 1982). The first dimension, entitled 
"initiating structure", pertained to the organization of 
the group, task definition, assignment of roles, and any 
other pragmatic functions related to goal attainment. The 
second dimension, entitled "consideration" dealt with 
issues of caring, empathy, and positive regard for and 
among group members. The researchers at Ohio State 
designed a four quadrant model using these dimensions; each 
quadrant representing a different intensity (high, low) and 
combination of the two dimensions. 
Employing these concepts as the mainstay of their 
theory, Hersey and Blanchard formulated the Life Cycle 
Theory or Tri-Dimensional Leadership Effectiveness Model. 
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They changed the original dimensions to task and 
relationship behavior, and they superimposed an 
effectiveness dimension over the existing four-quadrant 
design. 
Reliability evidence supporting the LBA was obtained 
in a study by Burke (1978) in which a group of 51 managers 
rated one of their employees on numerous job objectives 
over two different occasions. The findings indicated that 
the data obtained across administrations (i.e. ratings of 
employees on several job dimensions) were very consistent. 
Hambleton and Gumpert (1982) provided some evidence 
for the validity of Situational Leadership Theory and the 
use of the LBA. Using a sample of managers and 
subordinates from a large manufacturing corporation, they 
administered the LBA, a Professional Maturity Scale, and a 
rating form to obtain information about the managers' 
leadership styles and levels of maturity and the 
subordinates' levels of performance and maturity. They 
found a statistically significant positive relationship 
between incidents where managers applied Situational 
Leadership Theory properly and their reports of high 
subordinate job performance. 
Thirdly, the Power Assessment Questionnaire (PAQ) 
devised for this study was given to each supervisor. The 
PAQ is divided into three parts. The first part of the 
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questionnaire consists of a semantic differential type 
exercise whereby each manager was presented with a list 
comprised of pairs of unrelated adjectives. Each adjective 
from each pair represented, in part, one of the power 
bases. The task for each manager was to move quickly down 
the list circling the adjective from each pair that was 
most representative of his/her leadership style. The 
assumption was that each supervisor's choice of adjectives 
represented his/her power orientation since each adjective 
was affiliated with an individual power base. The scoring 
consisted of separating the checked adjectives into their 
respective power base piles to determine which power bases 
were heavily favored. This information yielded power 
profiles for each respondent. 
The second part of the questionnaire consisted of 
fourteen written hypothetical scenarios of supervisor- 
supervisee interactions. Each scenario was written to 
blatantly represent a particular power base. The 
supervisor's task was to respond to each scenario by 
indicating the degree that s/he would apply that power base 
given the particular situation. If the supervisor indicated 
that s/he that s/he would apply the power base represented 
in the scenario, it is logical to assume that the power 
base would be part of his or her power profile. If, 
however, the supervisor indicated that s/he would not apply 
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the particular power base, even when the situation so 
obviously called for it, the power base in question would 
probably not be part of his/her power profile. 
The final part of the questionnaire consisted of 
thirteen questions pertaining to demographic information. 
They were designed to obtain a broad range of information 
regarding each supervisor’s past and present managerial 
background. 
The combination of these exercises was designed to 
assess the supervisors' behavior regarding the six 
following characteristics: 
1. the monitoring of supervisee performance. 
2. the delegation of responsibilities to supervisees. 
3. the amount of control favored in work relationships. 
4. the level of expertise manifested on the job. 
5. the tendency to praise and remunerate supervisees. 
6. the tendency to uphold the organizational hierarchy. 
Lastly, two additional assessments of power base use 
by Hinkin and Schriesheim (1989) and Frost and Stahelski 
(1988) were formatted identically to the PBS and 
administered to the sample of managers. As was noted in 
Chapter 2, these instruments appear to be significant 
improvements over earlier instrumentation used to measure 
power base usage. Results obtained from these instruments 
were correlated with results from the Power Base Survey. 
Although these instruments are both relatively new and thus 
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have not been extensively validated, they have preliminary 
validation support and appear to have good face validity. 
3.3 Reliability Evidence 
To assess the reliability of the Randolph et al. 
(1983) instrument, a sample of sixteen graduate business 
students from Bentley College completed the Power Base 
Survey twice, separated by two weeks duration. Scores from 
the two administrations were correlated to establish 
subscale reliability coefficients which indicated the 
stability of the instrument over time. Two weeks was chosen 
as the optimal time period between administrations of the 
Power Base Survey. If a longer time period had been used, 
the actual power profiles of the supervisors could change. 
If a shorter time period had been used, practice or memory 
effects from the first administration of the instrument 
could carry over to the second administration thereby 
confounding the reliability evidence of the instrument. 
3.4 Face Validity Evidence 
If an instrument looks like it assesses what it 
claims to measure, respondents using the instrument may 
take it more seriously (Chase, 1978). The face validity of 
the Power Base Survey was assessed two different ways. 
First, seventeen students from an introductory business 
management class examined the instrument to determine what 
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construct it appeared to measure. At the beginning of the 
class, the researcher handed out unlabelled copies of the 
PBS to the students and asked them to take five minutes to 
read through the items on the questionnaire. When the 
students had become sufficiently acquainted with the items, 
on the back of the questionnaire, they were asked to write 
what they thought the PBS was attempting to measure. 
Answers closely related to power (e.g. leadership, 
influence, management style) were considered as correct or 
accurate responses. 
Secondly, at the bottom of the content validity 
scoring sheet (Refer to Appendix C), the four expert judges 
were also asked to indicate whether the PBS appeared to be 
a valid measure of power usage. 
3.5 Content Validity Evidence 
As a preliminary step in assessing the content 
validity of the Randolph et al. (1983) instrument, the five 
French and Raven power bases and relations power, as 
defined by Randolph et al. (1983), were written in concrete 
behavioral terms since they appeared to suffer from 
potentially ambiguous and abstract terminology. Once the 
power bases were clearly defined in objective terms, four 
independent judges (professors or practitioners in the 
fields of management or organizational behavior) were asked 
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to complete the following tasks using the written 
definitions as a guide: 
1. Classify the thirty PBS items in regards to the 
specific French and Raven power bases (and 
Randolph et al.'s relations power) that they 
represent. 
2. Assess each item's relevance to the particular 
power base under which it was classified. 
3. Assess each item's clarity (the degree to which 
the item was phrased in succinct, unambiguous 
terminology). 
The data was collected using a form consisting of the 
specific item numbers followed by four columns. (See 
Appendix C for the form and the written power base 
definitions given to each of the judges.) In the first 
column, the respondents indicated which of the six power 
bases applied to the individual item. In the following two 
columns, the respondents indicated the degree of relevance 
and clarity for each of the items using a five point scale. 
The fourth column was reserved for any additional comments 
the respondents wished to make regarding the nature of the 
items. 
This process assessed the content validity of the 
Randolph et al. (1983) Power Base Survey as it relates to 
the original French and Raven typology and the Randolph et 
al. concept of "relations power". However, the French and 
Raven typology itself may inadequately represent power as a 
construct. That is to say, there may be other kinds of 
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power or aspects of the power relationship that French and 
Raven failed to consider when formulating their original 
theory, or the very nature of power may have evolved to 
encompass different types of power than were relevant or 
even in existence thirty years ago when their theory was 
initially proposed. Therefore, this phase of the study 
also examined the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey to see 
if the items sufficiently address the larger concept of 
power as well as the original French and Raven power 
typology. 
3.6 Criterion-Related Validity Evidence 
An instrument's criterion-related validity is 
represented by the relationship between scores on that 
instrument and an appropriately chosen criterion or set of 
criteria (Brown, 1983). Once this validity has been 
established, data from the instrument may be used to 
predict performance on a variety of measures similar to the 
criteria. Moreover, high correlations between the scores 
obtained on the instrument and the performance criteria 
reflect upon the actual quality of the instrument (Brown, 
1983). 
To assess the criterion-related validity of the Power 
Base Survey, the Power Assessment Questionnaire contained a 
section pertaining to the following demographic variables: 
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1. Sex 
2. Age 
3. Education 
4. Number of years in organization 
5. Present status in organization 
6. Self-perceived style of management 
7. Number of years as supervisor 
8. Number of years as supervisee 
9. Number of people supervised 
10. Type of people supervised 
11. Level of management 
The data generated from several of the demographic 
questions was then correlated with results from the 
Randolph et al. Power Base Survey to determine whether a 
significant relationship existed between various power 
profiles and types of demographic information. 
Four specific hypotheses and rationales were 
formulated and tested in this study. They were intended to 
serve the dual function of providing validity evidence for 
the profiles obtained from the Power Base Survey and the 
power base theory upon which the PBS was developed. Because 
none of the hypotheses is based upon strong empirical 
evidence, however, research results pertaining to these 
hypotheses cannot provide clear evidence in support for or 
against the validity of PBS profiles and scores. 
3.6.1 Gender and Power Profile 
Female managers will exhibit power profiles 
higher in collective, referent and relations 
power than male managers. 
Although women and men demonstrate similar interest 
in their level of desired power (Winter, 1988), it appears 
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that female managers have tremendous personal, social, 
political and cultural hurdles to overcome to establish 
themselves as credible managers. Bass (1981) states: 
the {traditional} female sex role stereotype 
labels women as less competent and warmer 
emotionally than men. The stereotype of the 
effective manager matches the masculine 
stereotype of competence and toughness— 
lacking in warmth, (p. 495) 
In contrast, Blanchard and Sargent (1984) maintain 
that an effective manager has traits associated with both 
masculinity (e.g. leadership skills and task orientation) 
and femininity (e.g. supportive behaviors). Statham (1987) 
found that female supervisors exhibited both task and 
relationship behavior and that often their relationship 
orientation served as a means of accomplishing a task. 
Johnson (1976) indicates that men are perceived as 
employing more reward and coercive power than women. Doyle 
and Paludi (1991) suggest that men may have more legitimate 
and expert power than women because men have historically 
had access to authoritative positions and because the 
acquisition of knowledge and skill has been a major part of 
their enculturation. 
It does appear, however, that the relationship 
orientation is natural to many women. "Because of their 
conditioning, women are especially adept at human relations 
and often have intuitive sense of what works and what 
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doesn't" (Pugh, 1980, p. 10). Doyle and Paludi (1991) 
indicate that referent power is more likely to be 
associated with women because it reflects their 
sensitivity, their concern for harmony, and their tendency 
to be less aggressive than men. Therefore, it follows that 
female supervisors might be expected to utilize power bases 
that enhanced or defined their interactions with others 
(i.e. relations, referent, reward, collective). 
3.6.2 Level of Management and Power Profile 
Supervisors higher in the organizational 
structure will exhibit power profiles higher in 
expert, referent, legitimate and collective 
power than lower level supervisors. 
There appears to be conflicting research pertaining 
to the relationship between power profiles and levels of 
management. Research by Frost and Stahelski (1988) 
indicates that lower level managers tend to rely upon the 
individually-based sources of power (i.e. expert and 
referent power) while higher level managers tend to 
primarily utilize the organizationally-based sources of 
power (i.e. reward, coercive, and legitimate power). 
In contrast, Shetty (1978) indicates that managers 
who have low levels of competence or expertise are likely 
to rely upon organizationally-based sources of power to 
obtain their supervisees' compliance. Accordingly, 
supervisors with high levels of expertise are more 
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successful at using individually-based power sources 
(Abdalla, 1987). 
High levels of management connote high status in an 
organization and thus convey the legitimate authority which 
is vested in those positions (Eagly, 1983). Moreover, it 
is likely that high ranking managers could not have climbed 
the corporate ladder unless they possessed the expertise 
and knowledge to function effectively in a supervisory 
capacity; a testament to their expert power. Similarly, 
high ranking managers would probably possess high referent 
power since it is usually positively correlated with expert 
power (Bass, 1981; Busch, 1980) and because it increases 
with previous successful interactions with subordinates 
(Yukl & Taber, 1983). Simply by the visibility of assuming 
a high post in an organization, a supervisor may win the 
respect and admiration of his/her supervisees. 
Finally, due to the extensive responsibilities of a 
high ranking manager, delegation of these responsibilities 
to one's supervisees may be a primary means of reducing the 
workload and increasing productivity. This delegation may 
be viewed as a form of mutual empowerment or collective 
power whereby both parties are more influential than they 
had been independently of one another. Sherwood (1983) 
indicates that more powerful managers are most likely to 
delegate. Thus, it seems likely that high ranking 
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supervisors would tend to delegate responsibilities because 
their status in the organization is one of high power or 
influence. 
3.6.3 Perceived Leadership Style and Power Profile 
Supervisors who characterize themselves as 
autocratic will use more coercive and legitimate 
power and less collective, referent, reward and 
relations power than laissez-faire or democratic 
supervisors. 
Autocratic leadership implies that a leader has 
"absolute or unrestricted power" (The American Heritage 
Dictionary). Abdalla (1987) indicates that autocratic 
leaders rely heavily upon their position in an organization 
and their right to give directions to their supervisees. 
Herbert (1976) characterizes the autocratic leader as one 
who maintains strict control over his supervisees. 
He controls the future (giving one-step-at-a- 
time instruction), information (giving only 
orders, not sharing his knowledge), work (making 
all task and team assignments, member 
satisfactions (allowing no initiative or 
judgment to be used and using personal terms in 
criticism or praise, and relationships (each 
member is dependent on the leader for 
instructions and training, must get the leader's 
decision each time anything new comes up) 
(p.379). 
Closely allied with this position are the terms 
"coercive, directive" (Heller, 1969), "traditional, 
prescriptive" (Anderson, 1974), "directive, persuasive" 
(Bass and Valenzil, 1974), and "nonrewarding" (Keller and 
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Szilagyi, 1976). The crux of this terminology is well 
represented in coercive power and legitimate power where 
supervisors uphold the hierarchial structure of the 
organization. However, the aforementioned terminology is 
antithetical to the relation oriented power bases where 
sharing and respect may come into play. 
Democratic leadership, by definition, is leadership 
that encompasses or promotes the interests of people and is 
often carried out by the people (The American Heritage 
Dictionary). Closely related to this stance are the terms 
"considerate" (Yukl, 1971), "consultative, participative, 
delegative" (Bass and Valenzi, 1974), and "rewarding" 
(Keller and Szilagyi, 1976). These terms exemplify a power 
profile comprised of collective, relations, reward, and 
referent power. 
The laissez-faire leader provides minimum direction 
for a group. "He is a figurehead who exerts no influence 
and makes no contribution to group goal attainment" 
(Herbert, 1976). Since the laissez-faire leader intervenes 
infrequently in group functioning, s/he may likely be 
perceived as neutral in power. That is to say, since s/he 
does not utilize her/his influence in any overt way, s/he 
may be viewed as having only minimal power. 
In comparison to democratic and laissez-faire 
leadership, autocratic leadership appears to stress 
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legitimate and coercive power while minimizing those power 
bases dealing primarily with human relationships (i.e. 
collective power, referent power). 
3.6.4 Leadership Style on the LBA and Power Profile 
Supervisors exhibiting a Style 4 (delegating) 
leadership orientation on the LBA would tend to 
utilize referent and collective power more than 
leaders exhibiting a Style 1 (telling) 
leadership orientation. 
A fundamental premise of situational leadership 
theory is that a leader should foster worker development by 
applying the appropriate combination of directive (task) 
and supportive (relationship) behavior (Blanchard, 
Hambleton, et al., 1981). As workers gain competence on 
and commitment for the job, they gradually move toward a 
position of autonomy and productivity. 
Although a good leader should be able to vary his/her 
leadership style to accommodate changing employee 
developmental levels, most leaders can be categorized by a 
predominant style according to the theory. Style 1 leaders 
(high direction, low support) would likely utilize expert 
and legitimate power due to the fact that the worker is new 
to the task and views his/her supervisor as an authority by 
the role or position that s/he holds (i.e. legitimate 
power) and by the skills and knowledge base s/he uses (i.e. 
expert power). 
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In contrast, effective Style 4 leaders (low task, low 
relationship) would tend to delegate responsibilities to 
their supervisees (i.e. collective power) and may likely 
have developed a sense of mutual respect with their 
supervisees (i.e. referent power) due to their shared 
influence. 
3.7 Construct Validity Evidence 
The construct validity of the Randolph et al. Power 
Base Survey was assessed in four ways. First, both content 
and criterion-related evidence from previous sections was 
used as partial evidence to support the construct validity 
of the Power Base Survey. That is to say, in relation to 
content validity, any specification of the domain sampled 
by items on the Power Base Survey will help define the 
construct of power as French and Raven have articulated it. 
Likewise, in relation to criterion-related validity, any 
specific criteria that may be predicted by the Power Base 
Survey help describe the construct that the instrument 
measures. 
Secondly, subscale correlations of the Power Base 
Survey were established to provide the degree of 
independence or differentiation between individual power 
bases. Each individual power base can then be deemed a 
valid construct itself, which, in conjunction with the 
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other power bases, lends support to the larger construct of 
social power. 
Thirdly, inter-item correlations were determined for 
each of the items on the Power Base Survey to evaluate the 
extent to which they were related to other items in the 
same power base and differentiated from items in other 
power bases. Assessing the convergent and divergent 
validity of the items is one means of checking the 
integrity of each of the six power bases. 
Last of all, the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey 
was correlated with other instrumentation employed to 
assess power base usage (i.e. Hinkin and Schriesheim, 1989; 
Frost and Stahelski, 1988). If this other existing 
instrumentation has previously demonstrated good construct 
validity, a high correlation with the Randolph et al. Power 
Base Survey would add credibility to all of the 
instruments. 
3.8 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, the methodology employed to assess 
the validity of the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey has 
been described. As described, the methodology consists of a 
comprehensive approach to obtain reliability evidence, face 
validity evidence, and the three major types of validity 
evidence. A thorough implementation of this methodology 
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should provide an extensive data base by which to judge the 
validity of the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey. 
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CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter presents the results of the validity- 
investigation of the Power Base Survey. Section 4.2 covers 
the reliability evidence supporting the PBS. Section 4.3 
pertains to face validity evidence for the instrument. 
Sections 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 present evidence supporting the 
content validity, criterion-related validity, and construct 
validity of the Power Base Survey, respectively. 
4.2 Reliability Evidence 
The correlation coefficients for each of the power 
bases over two administrations of the Power Base Survey 
(n=16) are summarized as follows: referent power (r=.59), 
expert power (r=.89), relations power (r=.88), legitimate 
power (r=.88), reward power (r=.94), and coercive power 
(r=.59). Four of the power bases demonstrate high test- 
retest reliability (ranging from .88 to .94) supporting 
Randolph et al.'s (n.d.) previous findings on the 
reliability of the instrument. The correlations for these 
power bases tended to be higher than Randolph et al.'s 
findings (ranging from .63 to .78) possibly because the 
time between administrations was reduced by half. Coercive 
power (.59) and referent power (.58) revealed much lower 
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correlations than the other power bases and the Randolph et 
al. findings indicating that they may not be stable power 
constructs. Alternatively, perhaps improvements in these 
two scales may be in order. 
4.3 Face Validity Evidence 
Of the seventeen subjects assessing the face validity 
of the PBS, fourteen indicated that the PBS appeared to 
measure a topic closely allied with power (i.e. authority, 
management effectiveness, leadership). These results lend 
support to the face validity of the Power Base Survey 
especially considering that the subjects were young, 
unfamiliar with the topic of social power, and represented 
several different academic majors. 
Three of the four expert judges, who also 
independently assessed the Power Base Survey's face 
validity, indicated that the instrument seemed to measure 
the power construct. The fourth expert judge indicated 
that the Power Base Survey appeared to measure forms of 
influence rather than power. Although Bass (1981) also 
makes a distinction between power and influence, French 
and Raven described their social power typology in terms of 
influence. Thus, the expert judges were viewed as having 
total consensus. 
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4.4 Content Validity Evidence 
Content validity evidence for the Power Base Survey 
is presented in Table 4.1. Only one of the four expert 
judges sorted all the PBS items in the same way that they 
were categorized by Randolph et al.(n.d.). The three other 
judges miscategorized at least one of the items. The first 
judge categorized two reward items pertaining to promotions 
as coercive items. Given that the reward and coercive power 
dimensions are opposite ends of the same continuum, it is 
easy to see how some items could fall under either category 
depending upon how they were perceived. 
Item 8 (To what extent do you pull "rank" in asking 
others to do a task?) might need to be rephrased since 
three of the four judges categorized it as a coercive power 
base. Similarly, two judges classified item 9 (To what 
extent do you demonstrate behavior that others really 
respect?) as an expert power base. Why there was some 
confusion over this item is not clear. It could be that 
the two judges believed that expertise on the job (i.e. 
expert power) is the kind of behavior that is most 
respected by one's supervisees. 
Due to the partial agreement in categorizing the 
individual items and the relatively high rankings of the 
clarity and relevance of each of the items, the Power Base 
Survey was judged to have moderately high content validity. 
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These findings only partially support Randolph et al.'s 
(n.d.) original research on the content validation of the 
instrument where five academics reached full consensus in 
terms of categorizing the items into their appropriate 
categories as determined by the developers of the survey. 
4.5 Criterion-Related Validity Evidence 
The correlations between the supervisors' assessments 
of their own power and the supervisees' assessments of 
their supervisors' power are presented as follows: expert 
power (.12), referent power (-.07), relations power (.42), 
legitimate power (.44), reward power (.54), and coercive 
power (.24). It is interesting that the two individually- 
based power bases (i.e. referent power, expert power) show 
very low correlations in relation to the other power bases. 
Since the individually-based power bases are a reflection 
of a supervisor's personal qualities, they may be subject 
to greater fluctuation or subjective interpretation by the 
supervisees. Perceptions of organizationally-based forms 
of power, however, may be more consistent or stable because 
they are reflective of organizations themselves which, due 
to their size and bureaucracy, may be less susceptible to 
change. 
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Hypothesis 1 
Gender and power profile 
Power base usage for male versus female supervisors 
is presented in Table 4.2. The differences between genders 
was insignificant indicating that both groups tended to use 
collective, reward, referent and relations power to the 
same degree. These findings may reflect a trend toward the 
more "androgynous" supervisor where the separation between 
male and female behavior is very diffuse. 
They may also reflect the recognition by both genders 
that authoritative forms of power (i.e coercive power, 
legitimate power) often lead to employee resistance whereas 
the personal forms of power (i.e. expert and referent 
power) often foster commitment (Yukl & Taber, 1983). Most 
supervisors want to be effective leaders and therefore 
would attempt to use those power bases that improved their 
efficacy. 
Some theorists believe that power distinctions 
between males and females are invalid and thus do not 
operate or even exist in organizations. Kanter (1977) 
states: 
Theories saying that women handle power 
differently from men, that men are the 
instrumental leaders, oriented toward 
competition and domination through nature 
or childhood training, also do not match 
the realities of adult life in 
organizations. By the age of ten, for 
example, leadership in groups does not 
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reflect the use of different strategies of 
persuasion by females and males. Nor does 
either sex seem more naturally cooperative 
or susceptible to social influence from 
peers. There is yet no research evidence 
that makes a case for sex differences in 
either leadership aptitude or style (p. 
199). 
Clearly evidence relevant to this hypothesis cannot 
be used one way or the other to address instrument 
validity. At this stage in the development of social 
power, too little is known about sex differences to 
formulate strong hypotheses. 
Hypothesis 2 
Level of management and power profile 
Power base by management level ANOVAS are presented 
in Table 4.3. There was no significant difference between 
power profiles of supervisors at different levels in the 
organizational structure. These findings could depict the 
current proliferation of management training seminars where 
supervisors at all levels of the organizational structure 
are taught effective leadership strategies. 
It could also reflect recent organizational trends to 
reduce or eliminate traditional hierarchial forms of 
management where differences in power are blatantly 
prevalent. An article in Fortune magazine (Stewart, 1989) 
refers to "the death of the pyramidal organization". 
Deliberately collapsing or flattening the corporate 
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hierarchy is done by dispersing the power to all levels of 
the organization. This method may not only empower and 
boost the morale of the employees, it may also promote the 
flexibility and efficiency of the entire organization. 
Thus, with power more equally distributed between all 
levels of management, the power profiles of supervisors at 
these different levels may become strikingly similar. If 
this power shift is actually occurring, no significant 
difference should be found between different levels of 
management. 
In summary, the non-significant results in Table 4.3 
cannot be used to cast doubt on the validity of power 
scores, or likewise, to support the validity of the scores. 
As with hypothesis 1, too little is known about the 
construct of social power for research results to support 
or to refute the validity of scores from the instrument. 
Hypothesis 3 
Self-perceived leadership style and power profile 
Power base by self-perceived leadership style ANOVAS 
are presented in Table 4.4. Reward power (.04) was the only 
power base to demonstrate significance. The Schdffd post 
hoc test was used to determine which pairs were responsible 
for the significance. The results of the Schdffd indicated 
that there was no significance between pairs but that there 
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was overall significance accounted for by the interaction 
among all the pairs. 
Several factors might explain the lack of 
significance between supervisor's self-perceptions of 
leadership style and the other power bases. First, the 
delineations between different types of leadership styles 
are only theoretically distinct. In reality, supervisors 
often find themselves straddling the boundaries of two 
leadership styles simultaneously or utilizing several 
different leadership styles to accommodate variations in 
work contexts. Since this questionnaire utilized a forced 
choice response to determine type of leadership style, it 
may not accurately reflect the true "mixed" leadership 
style of some supervisors. 
Secondly, 33 of the 40 supervisors surveyed 
classified themselves as having a democratic leadership 
style which may reflect a trend in humanistic thinking that 
is very prevalent today. It is likely that most supervisors 
would not want to perceive themselves as autocratic or 
laissez-faire leaders due to the negative associations 
affiliated with each of these orientations. As Katz (1966) 
states, when separated from the use of legal authority, 
"authoritarianism is a bad thing and it is the opposite of 
the desirable qualities of liberty and democracy" (p. 45). 
Similarly, laissez-faire leadership is often associated 
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with "the abdication of managerial responsibility" 
(Herbert, 1976) where a supervisor may be perceived as 
either apathetic or incompetent at handling the leadership 
functions ascribed to him/her. As a result, the 
characteristics associated with the democratic leadership 
style are the only ones that convey a strong positive 
image, and therefore might be the characteristics of choice 
for supervisors participating in this research study. 
In summary, with so little variability among 
participants in leadership style, whatever the merits of 
the hypotheses tested, little useful information pertinent 
to instrument validity was available. 
Hypothesis 4 
Leadership style on the LBA and power profile 
The vast majority of supervisors in this study (90 %) 
were Style Three supervisors (high support, low direction) 
as measured on the Leader Behavior Analysis (LBA). Such a 
high proportion of supervisors falling into one category 
made it impossible to do comparisons between different 
leadership styles on the LBA. 
Likewise, the distribution of scores on the LBA-Other 
made any statistical analysis problematic. Out of 76 
useable supervisee LBA-Other questionnaires, 14 depicted 
Style One supervisors (high direction, low support), 19 
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depicted Style Two supervisors (high direction, high 
support), 39 depicted Style Three supervisors (high 
support, low direction) and 4 depicted Style Four 
supervisors (low support, low direction). Given these 
results, comparing supervisors across Style One and Style 
Four would be futile due to the large imbalance in the 
number of subjects, and because the number of subjects in 
Style 4 was so low it would create unstable results (i.e. 
If significance was obtained, there would be no way of 
determining whether it was due to measurement error or due 
to an actual difference between the groups.). 
4.6 Construct Validity Evidence 
Correlations among the power instruments used in this 
study are presented in Table 4.5. Although no high 
correlations were obtained with this data, some significant 
relationships did emerge between the power instruments. 
With the exception of legitimate power (r=.15), the Power 
Base Survey showed a strong correlation with the Hinkin and 
Schriesheim power scale. Similarly, excluding referent 
power (r=.27), the Power Base Survey was moderately 
correlated with the Frost and Stahelski power survey. This 
appears to be a logical outcome since all three power 
measures are fairly similar in terms of design and content; 
each having improved upon methodological flaws of early 
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Table 4.5 
Correlations between Power Assessment Instrumentation for the 
Five French and Raven Power Dimensions 
Referent Power 
PAQ-2 H&S F&S R-PBS 
PAQ-1 .1867 -.1205 .0270 .0203 
PAQ-2 .4029** .3433* .1650 
H&S .3992** .4789** 
F&S .2734* 
Expert Power 
PAQ-2 H&S F&S R-PBS 
PAQ-1 -.1148 .2723* .0158 .2659* 
PAQ-2 .4503** .5062** .2891* 
H&S .5234** .6216** 
F&S 
Lecritimate Power 
.5466** 
PAQ-2 H&S F&S R-PBS 
PAQ-1 .3752** -.1670 .2060 .3052* 
PAQ-2 .2360 .5253** .6584** 
H&S .2546 .1535 
F&S .5374** 
Continued next page 
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Table 4.5 (continued) 
Correlations between Power Assessment Instrumentation for the 
Five French and Raven Power Dimensions 
Reward Power 
PAQ-2 H&S F&S R-PBS 
PAQ-1 .3250* .3921** .4145** .4013** 
PAQ-2 .3813** .3579* .2806* 
H&S .4264** .7354** 
F&S 
Coercive Power 
.4503** 
PAQ-2 H&S F&S R-PBS 
PAQ-1 .2863* .2525 .1604 .3185* 
PAQ-2 .0884 .3259* .4755** 
H&S .1128 .3314* 
F&S .4932** 
PAQ-1 denotes the Power Assessment Questionnaire (Part 1) 
PAQ-2 denotes the Power Assessment Questionnaire (Part 2) 
H&S denotes the Hinkin and Schriesheim power scale 
F&S denotes the Frost and Stahelski power scale 
R-PBS denotes the Randolph et al. Power Base Survey 
@Note: * denotes p<.05; ** denotes p<.01. 
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power research outlined in the Podsakoff and Schriesheim 
(1985) critique. 
The Power Assessment Questionnaire (PAQ) designed for 
this study was never fully field tested. Thus, any flaws 
in its design or methodology may be reflected in the very 
low correlations with some of the other power instruments. 
Part 1 of the PAQ shows especially low correlations with 
some of the other instruments possibly because it suffers 
from one of the same problems mentioned in the Podsakoff 
and Shriesheim (1985) critique of social power (i.e. 
attempting to define a power base by a single construct or 
adjective). 
Subscale correlations of the Power Base Survey are 
presented in Table 4.6. Although the French and Raven 
power bases are often viewed to be theoretically distinct 
and, with the exception of reward power, have some evidence 
supporting their empirical independence (Galinsky, Rosen, & 
Thomas, 1973), more recent research indicates that they are 
not empirically distinct (Podsakoff & Schriesheim, 1985; 
Hinkin and Schriesheim, 1989). Table 4.6 demonstrates the 
actual interrelationships between the power bases. The 
high correlation between expert and referent power (r=.51) 
is corroborated by previous research in the field of social 
power (Hinkin and Shreisheim, 1989). The correlation 
between coercive power and legitimate power (r=.43) is 
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understandable since both these power bases are 
organizationally based, and the boundary which separates 
power that comes from a vested authority (i.e. legitimate 
power) and power that comes from a forceful, authoritarian 
supervisor is often diffuse. Also, it is likely that these 
forms of influence might be significantly related since 
they both tend to be negatively correlated or uncorrelated 
with effectiveness (Yukl & Taber, 1983). 
These findings mirror the power scale correlations 
obtained by Hinkin and Shreisheim (1988) during an 
assessment of the scale independence of their power survey. 
Since both the Randolph et al.(1983) Power Base Survey and 
the Hinkin and Shreisheim (1989) power instrument produced 
similar patterns among correlations between subscales, the 
instruments themselves have more validation support. 
To examine the convergent and divergent validity of 
items in the Power Base Survey, inter-item correlations 
were obtained between pairs of items in the instrument and 
are presented in Table D.l.(See Appendix). Table 4.7 lists 
the means and medians of the inter-item correlations for 
each of the six power dimensions. As illustrated, the 
mean and median scores for correlations of items within the 
power bases are significantly higher than scores between 
items of different power bases indicating that the 
individual power bases do form clusters and have component 
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Table 4.7 
Average Inter-Item Correlations for the 36 Combinations of 
the Six Power Bases 
Mean Media 
Referent by referent .40 .40 
Referent by expert .26 .29 
Referent by relations .02 .00 
Referent by legitimate .15 .11 
Referent by reward .11 .11 
Referent by coercive -.05 -.09 
Expert by expert .37 .33 
Expert by relations .05 .04 
Expert by legitimate .18 .15 
Expert by reward .17 .15 
Expert by coercive .02 .00 
Expert by referent .26 .29 
Relations by relations .36 .33 
Relations by legitimate .14 .14 
Relations by reward .03 .05 
Relations by coercive .11 .09 
Relations by referent .02 .00 
Relations by expert .05 .04 
Legitimate by legitimate .45 .44 
Legitimate by reward -.03 -. 03 
Legitimate by coercive .20 .17 
Legitimate by referent .15 . 11 
Legitimate by expert • 18 . 15 
Legitimate by relations .14 . 14 
Reward by reward .40 .29 
Reward by coercive .01 .02 
Reward by referent .11 .11 
Reward by expert .17 .15 
Reward by relations .03 . 05 
Reward by legitimate -.03 -. 03 
Continued next page 
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Table 4.7 (continued) 
Average Inter-Item Correlations for the 36 Combinations of 
the Six Power Bases 
Mean Media 
Coercive by coercive .26 .27 
Coercive by reward .01 .02 
Coercive by referent -.05 -.09 
Coercive by expert .02 .00 
Coercive by relations .11 .09 
Coercive by legitimate .20 .17 
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parts that are related to each other. These findings lend 
support to the convergent and divergent validity of the 
Power Base Survey. 
4.7 Chapter Summary 
The data yielded mixed findings regarding the 
validity of the Power Base Survey. Reliability evidence 
was strong for four of the six power bases but only 
adequate for expert and coercive power. Face validity 
evidence lent credibility to the instrument as assessed by 
students from an introductory management class and a team 
of expert judges. The content validity assessment from 
the expert judges yielded full agreement on most of the 
power base items but disagreement on six of the items. The 
criterion-related evidence provided little support for the 
Power Base Survey since one hypothesis could not be tested 
due to insufficient data and the other hypotheses provided 
insignificant results. Construct validity evidence was 
good as demonstrated by moderate correlations with other 
power instrumentation as well as subscale correlations and 
inter-item correlations that supported the instrument's 
convergent and divergent validity. 
86 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, DELIMITATIONS, AND SUGGESTIONS 
FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 
5.1 Introduction and Summary of Study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the 
validity of the Randolph et. al. (1983) Power Base Survey. 
Specifically, the study collected five types of evidence 
(i.e. reliability evidence, face validity evidence, content 
validity evidence, criterion-related validity evidence, and 
construct validity evidence) to assist in determining 
whether the Power Base Survey is a viable tool to assess 
social power. The subjects and methodology for the study 
consisted of several different samples and procedures 
depending upon the type of validity being assessed. The 
reliability of the PBS was assessed through a test-retest 
procedure using business graduate students. Face validity 
evidence was obtained by two groups who critiqued the PBS; 
a team of expert judges and a group of seventeen 
undergraduate students from a business management class who 
were naive as to what the PBS measured. Content validity 
evidence was gathered by four expert judges who classified 
the PBS items under the specific French and Raven power 
bases and assessed each item's relevance and clarity. 
Criterion-related validity evidence was collected using a 
sample of 40 supervisors and 80 supervisees (two for each 
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supervisor) who took a battery of questionnaires pertaining 
to power and leadership. Several hypotheses were formulated 
pertaining to gender, level of supervision, and perceived 
leadership style and then correlated with demographic 
information from one of the questionnaires. Since 
construct validity is an umbrella term, construct validity 
evidence for the PBS was obtained by examining the evidence 
from all the other types of validity. Inter-item 
correlations and subscale correlations on the PBS also 
yielded strong evidence upholding the instrument's 
construct validity. Finally, correlations between the PBS 
and other power instruments provided some construct 
validity evidence for the PBS. 
The results of the study provided moderate validation 
support for the Power Base Survey. Reliability evidence, 
face validity evidence, content validity evidence, and 
construct validity evidence all upheld the PBS as a viable 
questionnaire to measure social power. Contrarily, the 
criterion-related validity evidence obtained from the 
research hypotheses was not supportive of the instrument. 
In this chapter, conclusions from the research are 
presented in section 5.2. In section 5.3, delimitations of 
the study are briefly discussed. Suggestions for further 
research in the area of power assessment are presented in 
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section 5.4. Section 5.5 provides a short overview on the 
evolution of social power. 
5.2 Conclusions of Study 
This study has provided moderate validation support 
for the Power Base Survey. Reliability evidence for the 
Power Base Survey indicated that scores on the instrument 
remained stable over time for four of the six power 
subscales. The other two power dimensions demonstrated only 
moderate reliability. 
Face validity for the Power Base Survey was strongly 
supported by both the sample of expert judges and the 
sample of undergraduate management students. Both samples 
indicated that the Power Base Survey appeared to be a 
viable means of assessing social power. 
Content validity evidence obtained from a sample of 
experts provided mixed support for the Power Base Survey. 
Although the expert judges unanimously categorized the vast 
majority of the PBS items into their appropriate power 
bases, six items were not placed in the proper categories 
as determined by the developers of the instrument. Item 
clarity and relevance were judged to be very high for 
almost all of the PBS items. 
The criterion-related validity evidence gathered in 
this study only minimally supported the Power Base Survey. 
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Variations in level of management, gender, and self- 
perceived leadership style demonstrated no significant 
differences on power profiles of supervisors. Several 
factors could have accounted for these findings. First, it 
is conceivable that the Power Base Survey is not a valid 
instrument and thus needs some revision. Certainly the 
evidence pertaining to reliability and content validity 
suggests that minor revisions to the instrument may be in 
order. 
An integral means of assessing the validity of any 
questionnaire often requires the formulation of several 
strong hypotheses. If a research study yields significant 
findings in accordance with the hypotheses, the findings 
lend support to the validation of the instrument as well as 
the validity of the theory from which the hypotheses were 
evolved. Contrarily, if the hypotheses yield insignificant 
results, either the hypotheses themselves were originally 
weak (i.e. There was little definitive research to back the 
hypotheses.) or the validity of the instrument being 
assessed is brought into question. 
In this study, three of the four hypotheses generated 
insignificant findings. Moreover, alternate explanations 
which would account for the insignificant findings were 
readily found in the research. However, since the other 
types of validity assessed in this study demonstrated 
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substantial support for the Power Base Survey, it is 
reasonable to assume that the original hypotheses were not 
sufficiently credible to warrant their use in an instrument 
validity investigation. Therefore, in retrospect, 
hypotheses backed by more solid and definitive research 
should have been employed as criteria to assess the 
criterion-related validity of the Power Base Survey. 
There was a good correlation between supervisor 
assessments of their own power usage and supervisee 
assessments of supervisory power usage thereby supporting 
the concurrent validity of the Power Base Survey. 
This study provided adequate construct validity 
evidence for the Power Base Survey. The Power Base Survey 
showed relatively strong correlations with other power 
instruments in the field indicating that they may all be 
measuring the same construct. Inter-item correlations for 
each of the power bases demonstrated that the power bases 
were well defined and distinct from one another. Lastly, 
since all types of validity may be subsumed under construct 
validity, much support for the construct validity of the 
Power Base Survey may be generated from the other 
validation findings of this study. 
In summary, the Power Base Survey appears to be an 
acceptable measure of social power. It is easy to 
administer, easy to score, and has overcome many of the 
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methodological flaws inherent in earlier power instruments. 
Lastly, the merit of the Power Base Survey should be 
partially determined by its success in converting the 
original French and Raven typology of social power into a 
concrete, viable instrument that actually measures power 
rather than just describing it. Based upon this criterion, 
the Power Base Survey represents the culmination of social 
power research. 
5.3 Delimitations of Study 
This study on social power has several limitations: 
1. The nature of the supervisor/supervisee relationship may 
vary according to both context and interpretation; 
variables that were not controlled in this study. All 
supervisor/supervisee relationships are characterized by 
one individual overseeing the behavior, performance, or 
progress of another individual or group of individuals. 
However, in some supervisory relationships, both the 
supervisor and his/her supervisees share a common knowledge 
base (e.g. a production manager who has moved up through 
the system and has been promoted on the basis of his/her 
acquiring the skill and knowledge needed to perform at 
lower levels in the business hierarchy) while other 
supervisory relationships are defined primarily by the fact 
that the supervisor just ensures that the supervisee is 
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doing his/her job. In this situation, the supervisor may 
not have the skills or knowledge to actually perform 
his/her supervisee's job. This is a crucial distinction 
because it could largely determine the types of power that 
are readily available to a supervisor. For example, expert 
power, which is based upon knowledge and skill, would 
probably not be as prevalent in a situation where the 
supervisor and the supervisee do not share a common 
knowledge base. 
2. There possibly exists a bias in the supervisor's 
selection of the supervisees that s/he chose to complete 
the questionnaires. Only supervisors with two or more 
supervisees were eligible to take part in this study. For 
those supervisors having more than two supervisees, they 
might have picked only the supervisees who they believed 
would rate them favorably on the power profile. 
Supervisors with only two supervisees would not have had 
this option, since both supervisees would have had to 
report on their supervisor's power profile. 
3. The supervisors in this study cannot be viewed as 
necessarily representative of all supervisors. The majority 
of supervisors were both volunteers and graduate students; 
two variables that cannot be fully generalized to all 
supervisors. It is possible that volunteers have power 
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profiles that are different from supervisors in the general 
population (e.g. higher levels of collective, reward, and 
relations power). Similarly, being graduate students could 
possibly yield power profiles higher in expert power 
resulting from increased educational attainment. 
4. In line with the difficulty of obtaining subjects to 
participate in research (i.e. supervisors usually do not 
have the time to complete several questionnaires, the topic 
of power dynamics between supervisor and supervisee is too 
sensitive for some businesses to participate, incomplete 
returns, etc.) the samples for this study were extremely 
small. With a sample size of 40 supervisors for the 
criterion-related validity evidence, it was not feasible to 
make valid generalizations about power dynamics in the work 
place since the sample may not have provided a large enough 
base for accurate power profiles and patterns between 
supervisors to fully emerge. 
5. Most of the instruments used to gather data in this 
study were based upon supervisors' reports of their own 
behavior. These reports may be inaccurate or not fully 
indicative of their actions either due to faulty 
perceptions by the supervisors themselves or due to social 
bias (i.e. supervisors may want to view themselves in a 
positive light (referent power) while avoiding power bases 
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that could potentially cast them in a negative light 
(coercive power)). 
6. This study focused on supervisors from a wide variety of 
businesses. Since each supervisor represented a different 
organization, each having its own hierarchial structure, 
standards (i.e. level of management) from one organization 
cannot be compared to standards of other organizations. 
5.4 Suggestions for Further Research 
This study poses several questions that could benefit 
from further research. 
1. The Power Base Survey could certainly undergo more 
extensive validation for all three major types of validity. 
This study only found some preliminary correlations between 
the Power Base Survey and other measures of social power. 
These relationships should be examined in more depth using 
other means to validate the Power Base Survey. Personal 
interviews or direct observation of supervisor/supervisee 
interactions in the work place may be a realistic means of 
assessing social power and further investigating the 
validity of the Power Base Survey. 
2. Due to the small sample sizes used in this study, it is 
unrealistic to make generalizations about certain types of 
supervisors and their power profiles. However, studies 
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regarding specific samples of managers working in 
particular environments should be conducted to determine 
how they compare to power profiles of supervisors in 
different environments. Information gained about the 
context(s) of power applications could then be used to 
promote employee productivity and facilitate supervisor- 
supervisee interactions. 
3. To date, the Power Base Survey has not been used in 
direct applications in the work force (placement, worker 
compatibility, etc.). Having now gained sufficient 
validation support, it may be time to test the instrument 
in real circumstances. One of the best measures of an 
instrument's utility is how it actually perforins in the 
work place. 
4. As power assessment in the work force becomes more 
widely recognized and more widely employed, a greater 
emphasis will need to be placed on the beneficial 
utilization of that power (e.g. teaching employees how to 
use power effectively). Although a significant amount of 
work has been done in the related area of leadership 
training for supervisors, little work has been done on 
power applications for supervisees. Thus, empowerment at 
all levels of an organization must occur if the total 
benefit of power assessment research is to be fully 
realized. 
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5.5 An Overview on the Evolution of Social Power 
When French and Raven formulated their original power 
taxonomy, power tended to be more hierarchial, more 
definitive, and more a function of the position of the 
power holder (i.e. coercive, reward, and legitimate power) 
than the personal characteristics that s/he possessed 
(expert and referent power). Power was viewed in "zero-sum 
terms" (Gilroy, 1989) where it was seen as a contained and 
finite resource; an increase in one person's power 
necessarily implied a corresponding decrease in another 
person's power. 
In today's work place, the nature of power has 
changed in accordance with new values and priorities. 
Currently, the personal forms of power (i.e. referent and 
expert power) are usually believed to be most effective 
(Yukl & Taber, 1983? Rahim, 1989). The original French and 
Raven power typology is too narrow in its scope in the 
sense that it excludes many types of power that are 
operative today (Yukl & Taber, 1983). Many of today's 
practitioners perceive power to be more benign and all 
encompassing; a commodity to be shared rather than hoarded 
or usurped. Researchers are describing new types of power 
(e.g. collective power, relations power) to accurately 
reflect new thinking on power dynamics. Power, 
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responsibility, empowerment, and performance are all part 
of an effective working relationship between a supervisor 
and his/her supervisees. To fully utilize the current 
expanded definition of power demands change at all levels 
of an organization. Supervisors must continue to learn how 
to relinquish power while supervisees continue to learn how 
to both appropriate and apply the power that is granted 
them. As both parties begin to acclimate to their new roles 
in the future, only then will the full potential of power 
and its myriad applications be realized. 
With a new more egalitarian distribution of power 
gradually emerging, differences in power between 
supervisors and supervisees may become increasingly 
difficult to detect. Accordingly, both supervisors and 
supervisees may have to reevaluate their roles in relation 
to each other and in relation to the organizations that 
they represent. The benefits of power (e.g. association 
with other influential people, personal recognition, high 
status, the influence to shape the organization, etc.) and 
the detriments of power (e.g. loss of freedom, reduced 
personal time, persistent scrutiny by others, etc.) may no 
longer serve as criteria for determining who has power and 
who does not. More subtle forms of influence (e.g. 
directness of communication, explicit articulation of 
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ideas) may emerge to identify those employees that truly 
have power at their disposal. 
As a result of this recent shift in the perception of 
power, negotiation of power may become a common theme in 
the work place as supervisors and supervisees attempt to 
align and promote their own personal goals and values with 
the mission and image of their organization. This mutually 
dependant relationship necessitates that a balance be 
struck between maximizing one's personal power while 
simultaneously lobbying for the welfare of the organization 
(Culbert and McDonough, 1980). Jockeying for an equitable 
power relationship will undoubtedly involve both individual 
and organizational sacrifice and compromise to foster the 
future happiness and success of all parties involved. 
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APPENDIX A 
SUPERVISOR PACKET 
100 
November 1, 1990 
Dear participant: 
You have been selected to participate in a research study to examine the types of power 
relationships between supervisors and their supervisees. Since you presently hold an 
important managerial position in your organization, your perceptions are crucial to the 
success of this study. The results of this research could be beneficial in management 
training practices, personnel placement, and hiring procedures. 
Enclosed is a packet consisting of five separate questionnaires. 
1. The Leader Behavior Analysis-self (LBA) 
2. The Power Base Survey—self (PBS) 
3. The Power Assessment Questionnaire 
4. The Hinkin and Schriesheim Power Instrument 
5. The Frost and Stahelski Power Instrument 
Prior research indicates that it should take approximately thirty minutes of your time 
to complete the questionnaires. There is no need to place your name on any of the 
questionnaires since they are coded for purposes of data analysis. This coding assures 
that all your answers will remain anonymous, so please be candid in your responses. 
All data obtained from the study will be strictly confidential. 
Upon completion of your packet, please put all the materials in the stamped, self- 
addressed manilla envelope and mail it to me. If you have any questions concerning this 
procedure, I can be reached at 617 333-0500 (ext. 2302). 
I realize that many of you are under rigid time constraints, but I would sincerely 
appreciate your expediency in completing the enclosed packet and mailing it off to me 
within two weeks. Thank you again for your participation. 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Hewat 
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ILBAIII 
Leader Behavior 
Analysis II 
Developed by Kenneth H. Blanchard. Ronald K. Hambleton, Drea Zigarmi. Douglas Forsyth 
Self 
Perceptions of Leadership Style 
Directions: 
The purpose of l.BA Il-Self is to provide you with information about vour perceptions of your 
own leadership style. The instrument consists of twenty typical job situations that involve a leader 
and one or more staff members. Following each situation are four possible actions that a leader 
may take. Assume that you are the leader involved in each of the twenty situations. In each of the 
situations you must choose one of the four leader decisions. CIRCLE the letter of the decision 
which you think would most closely describe YOUR behavior in the situation presented. Circle 
only one choice. 
Blanchard Training 
and Development, Inc. 
A Human Resource Development Company 
125 State Place. Escondido. CA 92025 
(619) 489-5005 
<?|985 by Blanchard Training and Development. Inc. 
Reproduced with permission of Ronald K. Hambleton 
(Form A) 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS II-SELF 
I. You have asked one ol your subordinates to write a report concerning the acquisition ol some new equipment for your division She usually 
can be given an assignment and it is completed on time with encouragement Irom you. The report is now overdue. YOU WOULD ... 
a Tell her you want the report, explain what you 
want in the report, and check on her perform¬ 
ance daily. 
b Give her more time to complete the assignment 
c. Tell her what you expect, when you want the 
report completed, but discuss with her why the 
report is late. 
d. Talk to her and encourage her to complete the 
report 
2. The interdepartment task lorce that you manage has been working hard to complete its division-wide report. You have been assigned a new 
task force member. He must complete some cost figures for his department by next week but knows nothing about the task force's require¬ 
ments or the format ol the report. He is excited and enthused about learning more concerning his role on the task lorce. YOU WOULD ... 
a Tell him exactly what is needed in this report 
and closely monitor his progress. 
b Ask if there is anything you can do to help him 
and support his excitement about being a new 
task force member. 
c. Specify the report format and information re¬ 
quirements but incorporate any ideas or sugges¬ 
tions he may have. 
d Welcome him to the team, put him in touch with 
other members of the task force who could help 
him get ready to present the cost figures. 
3. Recently, you have begun to have trouble with one of the people you supervise. He has become lackadaisical, and only your constant prodding 
has brought about task completion. Because ol past experience with him. you suspect he may not have all the expertise needed to complete the 
high priority task you have given him. YOU WOULD ... 
a Continue to direct and follow up on his efforts 
to complete this task. 
b Continue to closely supervise his work and try 
to draw out his attitudes and feelings concern¬ 
ing this task assignment. 
c. Involve him in problem-solving with this task, 
offer support, and use his ideas in the task com¬ 
pletion. 
d. Let him know this is an important task and ask 
him to contact you if he has any questions or 
problems. 
4. Your group usually lunctions elfectively with encouragement and direction Irom you. Despite your continued support and direction, their 
performance has dropped oil drastically. The group needs more expertise and experience to increase performance. Your boss has become 
concerned. YOU WOULD ... 
a Emphasize the need for better performance and 
ask the group to work out their problems by 
themselves. 
b Make sure that deadlines are met and the 
quality of the work is good, but talk with the 
group to get its recommendations. 
c. Inform the group of exactly what you expect, 
when it is needed, what some of the conse¬ 
quences could be if poor performance con¬ 
tinues. and frequently check performance 
d. Help the group determine what needs to be 
done and encourage them to take the neces¬ 
sary steps.  
5. Because ol budget restrictions imposed on your department, it is necessary to consolidate. You have asked a highly experienced member of 
your department to take charge ol the consolidation. This person has worked in all areas ol your department. In the past, she has usually been 
eager to help. While you leel she has the ability to perform this assignment, she seems indifferent to the importance ol the task. YOU 
WOULD... 
a Take charge of the consolidation but make sure 
you hear her suggestions. 
b Assign the project to her and let her determine 
how to accomplish it. 
c. Discuss the situation with her. Encourage her 
to accept the assignment in light of her skills 
and experience. 
d. Take charge of the consolidation and indicate 
to her precisely what to do. Supervise her work 
closely.  
6. A highly productive and eflicient woman on your stall has asked lor your help on a task. She is accustomed to working effectively on her own. 
Recently, some work problems have developed that she (eels she can't solve by hersell. YOU WOULD ... 
a Analyze the problems and outline methods to 
solve them 
b Continue to allow her to figure out an appropri¬ 
ate solution independently. 
c. Determine and implement an appropriate solu¬ 
tion. but work with her in problem-solving 
d Discuss the problems with her and support her 
efforts to find appropriate solutions 
•Copynghl 1985 - Bl«nch*r<l Turning 8 Development Inc 
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7. You have asked one ol your senior employees to take on a new job. In his other responsibilities, he has performed well with support from you. 
The job you have asked him to do is important to the future ot your work group. He is excited about the new assignment but doesn t know 
where to begin because ol his lack ot experience with this task. YOU WOULD ... 
a Discuss the job with him. supporting his ability 
to do it. Emphasize his outstanding perform¬ 
ance in the past. 
b Define the activities necessary to successfully 
complete the job and regularly check to see 
how things are going 
c Give him the assignment and let him determine 
how to do the job Tell him to call you if there 
are any problems 
d. Specify what he is to do. but include any ideas 
he may have 
8. One ol your stall is feeling insecure about a job you have assigned to him. He is highly competent and you know that he has the skills to 
complete the assignment successfully and efficiently. YOU WOULD .. . 
a Listen to his concerns and let him know you 
have confidence in his ability to complete the 
assignment. 
b Structure the assignment so that it is clear, but 
consider any helpful suggestions he may have. 
c. Tell him exactly what to do to get the job done 
and check his work daily. 
d Let him figure out how to do the assignment on 
his own. 
9. Your stall has asked you to consider a change in their work schedule. In the past, you have encouraged and supported their suggestions. In 
this case, your stall is well aware ol the need lor change and is ready to suggest and try an alternate schedule. Members are very 
competent and work well together as a group. YOU WOULD ... 
a Allow staff involvement in developing the new 
schedule and support the suggestions of group 
members. 
b Design and implement the new schedule your¬ 
self, but incorporate staff recommendations. 
IT 
c. Allow the staff to formulate and implement the 
new schedule on its own 
d. Design the new schedule yourself and closely 
direct its implementation. 
You have arrived thirty minutes late (or a meeting with your stall. When you arrive, the meeting still has not started. Investigation reveals that 
a couple ol members tried to start the meeting but most group members were discouraged because of lack ol group member cooperation. This 
situation surprises you because the group's progress on this project has been going well. YOU WOULD . . . 
a Restate the purpose of the meeting, then let the 
group function without any direction from you 
unless they ask for your help. 
b. Take control immediately and direct the group 
toward project completion. 
c. Direct their interaction towards task completion 
and encourage group members to discuss prob¬ 
lems and feelings. 
d. Ask the group to continue to discuss the 
assigned task and provide as much support and 
encouragement as possible. 
II. A member ol your department has had a line record ol accomplishment with your support and encouragement but little direction. He has been 
given similar tasks to accomplish (or the coming year and you must decide how to supervise him. YOU WOULD 
a Let him function by himself providing his own 
support and direction. 
b Emphasize to him the importance of meeting 
deadlines and direct his efforts at accomplish¬ 
ing assigned tasks. 
c. Talk with him and set goals and objectives for 
his task accomplishment, but consider his 
suggestions. 
d Involve him in setting goals and support his 
efforts. 
12. In the past, you worked closely with your stall directing and supporting their efforts Productivity is high and people get along well together. 
Recognizing their abilities, you leel they can now work more on their own. You have redirected your energies to new areas and they have 
continued to produce good results. You must now ask them to accept additional work. YOU WOULO 
a. Assign the work to them, make sure they know 
exactly what to do. and supervise them closely. 
b Give them the job Tell them that you are 
pleased with their past performance and that 
you are sure they will do well with this assign¬ 
ment. 
c. Make sure they know what you want them to 
do, but incorporate any helpful suggestions 
they may have. 
d Let them determine how to complete the assign¬ 
ment 
13. You recently have been assigned a new employee who will perform an important job in your office. Even though he is inexperienced, he is 
enthusiastic and leels he has the confidence to do the job. YOU WOULO .. 
a Let him determine what the job entails and how 
to do it. 
b Tell him exactly what the job entails, what you 
expect of him and monitor his work closely and 
frequently. 
c. Let him know what you want him to do, but see 
if he has any suggestions or ideas 
d Encourage and praise his enthusiasm and ask 
him how he would tackle the job 
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14. Your boss has asked that your division increase its productivity 10°'o. You know this can be done, but it will require your active involvement. 
To free yoursell to do this, you must reassign the task ot developing a new cost control system to one of your divisional employees. The 
person to whom you are thinking ol assigning the task has had considerable experience with cost control systems, but she is a little unsure 
about doing this task on her own. YOU WOULD . .. 
a Ask her to take on the project Encourage and 
support her efforts. 
b Discuss the project with her. Explain how you 
want the job done, but see if she has any ideas 
c. Assign her the project and let her determine 
how to do it. 
d Assign her the project and prepare a detailed 
memo explaining all the steps necessary to get 
the project done. 
15. One ol your subordinates has made a suggestion lor change in the operations ol the unit that makes sense to you. In the past, she has been 
able to oiler and implement other helplut suggestions in a productive manner with your support and encouragement. You have confidence in 
her abilities. YOU WOULO . .. 
a Take charge of the suggestion and direct her in 
its implementation. 
b Discuss the suggestion with her, and support 
her efforts to direct its implementation. 
c. Organize the implementation, but include her 
ideas. 
d. Give her the responsibility for implementing the 
suggestion without involvement from you. 
16. Due to illness in your lamily. you have been forced to miss the first two meetings of a committee under your direction. You have found, upon 
attending the third meeting, that the committee is functioning well and making good progress toward completion of its goals. You are unsure 
about how you lit into the group and what your role should be. YOU WOULD . . . 
a Attend, but let the group continue to work as it 
has during the first two meetings. 
b Assume the leadership of the committee and 
begin to direct its activities 
c. Do what you can to make the committee feel 
important and involved, and support their past 
efforts. 
d. Direct the activities of the group, but incorpor¬ 
ate group members' suggestions. 
17. Your stall is very competent and able to work well on their own. You have generally left them alone and delegated key responsibilities to 
individual members. Their performance has been outstanding. YOU WOULO . .. 
a. Provide continual support and encouragement c. Continue to let the group work on its own 
to group members. d. Direct their efforts, but work closely with your 
b. Direct and closely supervise the activities of staff to solicit their suggestions. 
your staff. _ 
18. You and your superiors have decided that a new procedure has to be installed in your department it long term gains in performance are to be 
obtained. In the past, when new procedures were installed, your group has been eager to use them but has initially lacked the skills to do so. 
YOU WOULD . .. 
a Make sure that you direct the implementation 
of the new procedure, but involve the group in 
discussing alternatives 
b Closely direct the group in their initial use of 
the new procedure. 
19. You have been recently appointed the head ol a division. Under the 
support and encouragement. Since you have taken over, however, 
carrying out their responsibilities. The stall's performance to date 
c. Get the group involved in a discussion of the 
new procedure and encourage their coopera¬ 
tion and involvement. 
d Allow the group to formulate and implement 
the new procedure on its own. 
division's former boss, the stall functioned adequately with considerable 
the stall appears to be more concerned with social activities than with 
has been poor. YOU WOULO ... 
a. Discuss the staff's low performance with them 
and support their efforts to specify corrective 
measures 
b Direct and organize the necessary corrective 
action, but solicit input and suggestions from 
the group 
c. Point out the problem and allow staff members 
to define their own responsibilities and tasks 
d Define roles, responsibilities and outcomes and 
frequently check to see if their performance is 
improving. 
20. One ol your employees is reluctant to lake on a new assignment. She has had little experience in the area In which you want her to work 
She has done a good job with other tasks you have given her. YOU WOULO 
a Explain to her what must be done and how to 
do it. but listen to why she is reluctant to do the 
task. 
b Give her the^new assignment and let her deter¬ 
mine the best way to do it 
c. Encourage her to try the job and facilitate her 
efforts through mutual problem-solving 
d Tell her exactly what must be done to success¬ 
fully complete the assignment and frequently 
monitor the results 
♦Copyright 1985 - Blanchard Training 6 Development Inc 
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PBS-Self 
Please indicate the degree to which each of the statements below describes you. Do this 
by writing the appropriate number (based on the scale below) in the blank to the far 
left of each statement. Please make your assessment as objectively and factually-based 
as you can, without considering what you think the best answer is. 
The scale to use is as follows: 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU: 
_1. Know a great deal about how to do your and other's jobs? 
_2. Warrant people's trust and respect? 
_3. Expect others to do what you suggest because you're the boss? 
_4. Make yourself available to talk about non-job related matters? 
_5. Behave in ways others would like to behave? 
_6. Influence how much of a pay increase others receive? 
_7. Serve as a source of information and advice on job-related issues? 
_8. Pull "rank" in asking others to do a task? 
_9. Demonstrate behavior that others really respect? 
_10. Have an impact on promotions in your organization? 
_11. Express interest in talking with others about things not related to the job? 
_1 2. Make people feel uncomfortable when they have made an error or 
broken a rule? 
_13. Have knowledge that is important to others in performing their jobs? 
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PBS-Self 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
_14. 
_1 5. 
_16. 
_17. 
_18. 
_19. 
_20. 
_21. 
_22. 
_23. 
_24. 
_25. 
_26. 
_27. 
_28. 
_29. 
_30. 
Criticize others and their work? 
Assume that subordinates have a duty to follow your requests? 
Reprimand people for making mistakes? 
Provide answers to others about how to do a job better? 
Have a say about the size of a pay increase or a promotion that 
others might receive? 
Act in a manner that others admire and aspire to be like? 
Make yourself available to listen to others’ concerns? 
Use your position (or authority) to get people to do their tasks? 
Give out penalties or write reports for someone's personnel file for 
doing a poor job? 
Recognize good performance in a way that is meaningful to people? 
Rely on friendship to get work done? 
Publicly criticize people when they have made a mistake? 
Demonstrate characteristics and behavior that others admire? 
Let people have a day off or similar benefit for doing a good job? 
Teach people how to do their jobs more effectively? 
Believe you have the right to make decisions that affect others on the job? 
Depend on good interpersonal relations between yourself and others? 
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POWER ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain some factual information about 
yourself and some data about the ways you think that you might influence other people. 
The data obtained from this questionnaire will be used as the basis for a doctoral study 
examining the interaction between leadership style and social power. You have been 
selected to complete the following questionnaire because of your managerial status and 
your leadership role within your organization. Please be as spontaneous and forthright 
as you can be in answering each question. All your responses will remain confidential 
and your anonymity will be protected since no names are requested. Thank you for 
participating in this study. 
1. For each pair of adjectives below, please circle the word that is most appropriate to 
your own style of leadership. 
a. sharing informative aa. empowering skillful 
b. forceful sharing bb. controlling empowering 
c. sharing admirable cc. empowering praiseworthy 
d official sharing dd bureaucratic empowering 
e. compassionate sharing ee. empowering friendly 
f. sharing compensatory ff. rewarding empowering 
& informative forceful g& skillful controlling 
h. admirable informative hh. praiseworthy skillful 
i. official informative ii. skillful bureaucratic 
j- informative compassionate jj- friendly skillful 
k. compensatory informative kk. rewarding skillful 
1. forceful admirable II. controlling praiseworthy 
m. official forceful mm. bureaucratic controlling 
n. forceful compassionate nn. friendly controlling 
a compensatory forceful OCX controlling rewarding 
P- admirable official pp. praiseworthy bureaucratic 
q compassionate admirable qq friendly praiseworthy 
r. admirable compensatory r r. rewarding bureaucratic 
s. official compassionate ss. bureaucratic friendly 
t compensatory official tt. rewarding bureaucratic 
u. compassionate compensatory uu. friendly rewarding 
(go to top of next column) (go to question 2) 
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2. For each of the 14 scenarios below, please circle the number that best reflects what 
you would personally do in that situation. 
a. One of your most trusted supervisees has put in countless hours of unpaid overtime to 
complete a major project. The project turns out to be extremely successful due to her 
dedication and perseverance. To what degree would you reward your supervisee for her 
efforts? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
b. One of your supervisees consistently comes to work ten minutes late despite repeated 
promptings by you to get to work on time. Today he comes to work twenty minutes late 
and has no legitimate excuse. To what degree would you punish him for his tardiness? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
c. You have a brief dispute with one of your supervisees about a topic unrelated to work. 
After the dispute, you feel that you might have hurt his feelings. To what degree would 
you try and patch up any bad feelings or misunderstandings that might have occurred? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
d. You have just been promoted to an upper level manager. One of your supervisees 
questions your new role in the organization and challenges everything that you ask him 
to do. To what degree would you use your authority in the company to make your 
supervisee comply with your wishes? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
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e. On the day that you usually head the weekly departmental meeting, you discover that 
you are signed up to attend a management seminar. You know that one of your 
supervisees is perfectly capable of heading the meeting in your place, but you also have 
the option of attending the seminar the following week. To what degree would you let 
your supervisee head the weekly departmental meeting for you? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
f. Two of your new supervisees are discussing a possible marketing strategy for a new 
product line that has been developed by your company. You have had ten years 
experience marketing new products. To what degree would you convey your knowledge of 
marketing strategies to your supervisees? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
g. Your department is suffering from low morale. You are aware that your supervisees 
watch and imitate your behavior as a means of identifying with you and developing an 
optimistic outlook. To what degree would you try and serve as a positive role model for 
your supervisees? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
h. A new employee has been transferred to your department. She has been highly 
recommended by her previous supervisor. Within a month, she has surpassed all your 
other supervisees in terms of productivity. Moreover, she is always eager to help out 
when other employees fall behind. To what degree would you praise or commend her 
performance? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
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i. In your weekly meetings, you have repeatedly stressed that employees are not to use 
the office phones for personal calls. Despite your comments, you catch one of your 
supervisees using the phone to chat with a friend during a time when he should have 
been working on a project. To what degree would you punish him for his actions? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
j. You have a very busy day ahead of you as you prepare for a business meeting late that 
afternoon. One of your employees comes to you and says that he really needs to talk with 
you about a personal problem he is having. To what degree would you take the time out 
of a busy day to sit and talk with your employee? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
k. One of your supervisees has spent the last three days complaining that she does not 
want to do the small job that you have assigned her. She claims that you do not have 
sufficient justification for asking her to do the job. To what degree would you tell her 
that it is her responsibility to follow your requests? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
I. A new computer system has been installed in your department. You have taken 
several courses in computer literacy and fully understand how the new system operates. 
One day you hear two of your supervisees discussing the new system and how confusing 
it is to operate. To what degree would you demonstrate how to use the computer system? 
Not at all To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
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m. You are presently reorganizing your department. For three years, you have 
supervised a team of workers who have always acted responsibly on the job and have 
given you some innovative ideas about how the department could be run more efficiently. 
To what degree would you include your supervisees in decision making that affects the 
future of the department? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
n. You are aware of the enthusiasm and charisma that a supervisor must maintain if 
s/he is to gain the admiration of his/her supervisees. To what degree would you 
demonstrate these qualities in the workplace? 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
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For each of the demographic questions below, please circle the correct or most 
appropriate response. 
3. What is your gender? 
(a) Male 
(b) Female 
4. How old are you? 
(a) 20-24 
(b) 25-29 
(c) 30-34 
(d) 35-39 
(e) 40-44 
(f) 45-49 
(g) 50 and over 
5. What is the highest level of education you have obtained? 
(a) associate's degree 
(b) bachelor's degree 
(c) master's degree 
(d) doctoral degree 
6. In what employment sector is your organization? 
(a) private 
(b) private nonprofit 
(c) public 
7. How long have you been with your present place of employment? 
(a) less than one year 
(b) 1, less than 3 years 
(c) 3, less than 6 years 
(d) 6, less than 11 years 
(e) 11, less than 16 years 
(f) 16 years or more 
8. How long have you held your present position as a manager? 
(a) less than one year 
(b) 1, less than 3 years 
(c) 3, less than 6 years 
(d) 6, less than 11 years 
(e) 11, less than 16 years 
(f) 16 years or more 
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9. How many people are you currently supervising? 
(a) one to two 
(b) three to five 
(c) six to nine 
(d) ten or more 
10. What level of management do you hold in your organization? 
(a) lower 
(b) middle 
(c) upper 
11. Describe the management style that you use most often. 
(a) persuasive, goal oriented, directive 
(b) permissive, employee oriented, nondirective 
(c) non participative, let your supervisees manage themselves 
(d) I do not have a primary management style 
1 2. Overall, how satisfied are you with the people that you supervise? 
(a) no satisfaction 
(b) little satisfaction 
(c) moderate satisfaction 
(d) high satisfaction 
(e) very high satisfaction 
1 3. Overall how much distance do you maintain between yourself and your 
supervisees? 
(a) no distance 
(b) little distance 
(c) moderate distance 
(d) great distance 
(e) very great distance 
1 4. Overall, as a manager, how much influence do you have over your supervisees? 
(a) no influence 
(b) little influence 
(c) moderate influence 
(d) high influence 
(e) very high influence 
1 5. Overall, as a person, how much influence do you have over your supervisees? 
(a) no influence 
(b) little influence 
(c) moderate influence 
(d) high influence 
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HINKIN & SCHRIESHEIM POWER SCALE 
Using the 7-point scale below for each of the statements, please indicate the degree to 
which the statement applies to you by writing the appropriate number in the blank to 
the left of each statement. 
Not at all To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
1 2.3 4.5 6.7 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU: 
_1. 
_2. 
_3. 
_4. 
_5. 
_6. 
_7. 
_8. 
_9. 
_10. 
_11. 
_1 2. 
_13. 
_14. 
_1 5. 
_16. 
_17. 
_18. 
_19. 
_20. 
Influence your supervisees getting a promotion. 
Make things unpleasant at work. 
Make your supervisees feel like you approve of them. 
Give undesirable job assignments. 
Give your supervisees good technical suggestions. 
Increase your supervisees' pay level. 
Make your supervisees feel valued. 
Provide your supervisees with needed technical knowledge. 
Make your supervisees feel that they have commitments to meet. 
Provide your supervisees with special benefits. 
Give your supervisees the feeling that they have responsibilities to fulfill. 
Make your supervisees recognize that they have tasks to accomplish. 
Provide your supervisees with sound job-related advice. 
Make your supervisees feel important. 
Share considerable experience and/or training with your supervisees. 
Make being at work distasteful for your supervisees. 
Influence your supervisees getting a pay raise. 
Make work difficult for your supervisees. 
Make your supervisees feel like they should satisfy their job requirements. 
Make your supervisees feel personally accepted. 
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FROST AND STAHELSKI POWER SCALE 
Using the 7-point scale below for each of the statements, please indicate the degree to 
which the statement applies to you by writing the appropriate number in the blank to 
the left of each statement. 
Not at all 
1 .2 
To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
3.4.5.6.7 
_1. Make on-the-spot corrections. 
_2. Recommend them for awards or commendations. 
_3. Set the example and rely upon your people to follow your example. 
_4. Let them know that you have the right to expect to have your orders followed. 
_5. Give them extra time off. 
_6. Demote them or recommend them for demotion. 
_7. Rely on good relations with them to get the job done. 
_8. Get them to accomplish the work by demonstrating that you know how to 
perform the task. 
_9. Give them good assignments. 
_10. Give them extra work as punishment. 
_11. Rely on them thinking that it’s to their advantage as much as it is to yours 
for them to cooperate with you. 
_1 2. Expect that your orders and requests will be carried out because you're the 
boss and they will not question an order from a superior. 
_13. Praise them. 
_14. Give them low performance ratings. 
_15. Impress them with your overall competence and ability. 
_16. Advise and assist them. 
_17. Promote them or recommend them for promotion. 
_18. Chew them out. 
_19. Give them bad assignments. 
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Not at all To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
.7 
_20. Recommend them for disciplinary action or reprimands. 
_21. Rely on your people getting the job done because they don't want to let you 
down. 
_22. Give them high performance ratings. 
_23. Expect them to follow your orders because they realize that you probably 
have information that they don't have and therefore a good reason for issuing 
any order. 
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SUPERVISEE PACKET 
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November 1, 1990 
Dear participant: 
You have been selected to participate in a research study to examine the types of power 
relationships between supervisors and their supervisees. Since you presently work 
under a supervisor in your organization, your perceptions are crucial to the success of 
this study. The results of this research could be beneficial in management training 
practices, personnel placement, and hiring procedures. 
Enclosed is a packet consisting of two separate questionnaires. 
1. The Leader Behavior Analysis-other (LBA) 
2. The Power Base Survey-other (PBS) 
Prior research indicates that it should take approximately half an hour of your time to 
complete the questionnaires. There is no need to place your name on any of the 
questionnaires since they are coded for purposes of data analysis. This coding assures 
that all your answers will remain anonymous, so please be candid in your responses. 
All data obtained from the study will be strictly confidential. 
Upon completion of your packet, please put all the materials in the stamped, self- 
addressed manilla envelope and mail it to me. If you have any questions concerning this 
procedure, I can be reached at 617 333-0500 (ext. 2302). 
I realize that many of you are under rigid time constraints, but I would sincerely 
appreciate your expediency in completing the enclosed packet and mailing it off to me 
within two weeks. Thank you again for your participation. 
Sincerely, 
Benjamin Hewat 
119 
I.eader's O Superior 
O Associate 
O Subordinate 
Leader Behavior 
Analysis II 
Developed by Kenneth H. Blanchard. Ronald K. Hambleton, Drea Zigarmi. Douglas Forsyth 
Other 
Perceptions of Leadership Style 
Directions: 
The purpose of the L.BA II-Other is to provide a leader with information about your perceptions of 
his/her leadership style. The instrument consists of twenty typical job situations that involve a 
leader and one or more staff members. Following each situation are four possible actions that a 
leader may take. 
Assume_Not Applicable-—- 
(name of leader) 
is involved in each of the twenty situations. In each of the situations you must choose one of the 
four leader decisions. CIRCLE the letter of the decision which you think would best describe the 
behavior of this leader in the situation presented. Circle only one choice. 
Blanchard Training 
and Development, Inc. 
A Human Resource Development Company 
125 State Place. Fscondido. CA 92025 
(619) 4X9-5005 
® 1985 by Blanchard Training and Development. Inc. 
Reproduced with permission of Ronald K. Hambleton 
(Form A) 
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LEADER BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS II-OTHER 
A subordinate has been asked to write a report concerning the acquisition of some new equipment lor the division. She usually can be given 
an assignment and complete it on time with encouragement Irom this leader. The report is now overdue. THIS LEADER WOULD . . 
Tell the subordinate when the report was due, 
remind her of what is wanted in the report, and 
check on the subordinate's progress daily 
Give the subordinate more time to complete the 
assignment. 
Tell the subordinate what is expected, and 
direct her to complete it as soon as possible, 
but discuss with her why the report was late 
Talk to the subordinate and encourage her to 
complete the report 
2. This leader is in charge ol an Interdepartmental task lorce that 
has joined the task force. He must complete some cost figures 
about the task force's requirements or the format of the report, 
concerning his role on the task lorce. THIS LEADER WOULD .. 
a Tell him exactly what is needed in this report 
and closely monitor his progress. 
b. Ask the new member if there is anything that 
can be done to help him, and support his excite¬ 
ment about being a new task force member 
has been working hard to complete its division wide report. A new member 
on his department lor the task force meeting next week, but knows nothing 
The new task lorce member is excited and enthused about learning more 
c. Specify the report format and information re¬ 
quirements but incorporate any ideas or sugges¬ 
tions he may have. 
d Welcome him to the team, put him in contact 
with other task force members who could help 
him get ready to present the cost figures. 
Recently, this leader has begun to have trouble with one ol the people he/she supervises. The subordinate has become lackadaisical, and only 
the manager's constant prodding has brought about task completion. Because ol past history, the manager suspects the subordinate may not 
have all the expertise needed to complete the high priority task assigned to him. THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
a Direct and follow up on the subordinate's efforts 
to complete the task. 
b. Closely supervise the subordinate's work, yet 
try to draw out his/her attitudes and feelings 
concerning this task assignment. 
d 
Involve the subordinate in problem-solving 
around this task and support the employee by 
using his/her ideas in completing the task. 
Let the subordinate know that this is an impor¬ 
tant task and ask the employee to call if he/she 
has any questions or problems. 
This manager's work group has usually functioned effectively with encouragement and direction Irom the manager. Despite the manager's 
continual support and direction, the group's performance has dropped drastically. The group leels they need more skills and experience in 
order to be able to Increase performance. The manager's boss is becoming concerned. THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
a. Emphasize the need for better performance and 
ask the group to work out their problems by 
themselves. 
b. Make sure that deadlines are met and the 
quality of the work is good, but talk with the 
group to get its recommendations. 
c. Inform the group of exactly what is expected, 
when it is needed, and what some of the conse¬ 
quences of continued poor performance could 
be. The leader would also frequently monitor 
the group's performance. 
d. Help the group determine what needs to be 
done and encourage them to take the necessary 
steps. 
5. Because ol budget restrictions Imposed on the department, it is necessary to consolidate. The leader has asked a highly experienced member 
ol the department, who Is usually eager to help, to take charge ol the consolidation. This person has worked In all areas ol the department. 
While the leader leels the subordinate has the ability to perform this assignment, the subordinate seems indillerent to the importance ol the 
task. THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
a. Take charge of the consolidation, but make 
sure the subordinate's suggestions are heard 
b. Assign the project to her and let her determine 
how to accomplish it. 
c. Discuss the situation with her Encourage her 
to accept the assignment in light of her skills 
and experience 
d Take charge of the consolidation and indicate to 
the subordinate precisely what to do Supervise 
her work closely. 
A highly productive and efficient woman on the stall has asked lor help on a project. She Is accustomed to working ellectively on her own. 
Recently, work problems have developed that she leels she can't solve by hersell. THIS LEADER WOULD 
Analyze the problems and outline methods to 
solve them. 
Continue to allow her to figure out an appropri¬ 
ate solution independently. 
c. Work with her in problem-solving, but determine 
and implement an appropriate solution 
d Discuss the problems with her and encourage 
her to implement any solutions. _ 
•Copyright 1985 — Blanchard Training & Development Inc 
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7. This leader has asked a senior employee to take on a new job. In his other responsibilities he has performed well with support from this 
leader. The job the leader has asked him to do is important to the future ot the work group. The employee is excited about the new assignment 
but doesn't know where to begin because ol his lack of experience with this task. THIS LEADER WOULD . .. 
c. Let him determine how to do the job 
d. Specify what he is do do, but solicit any ideas 
Define the activities necessary to successfully he may have, 
complete the job and supervise his work closely. 
Discuss the job with him, supporting his ability 
to do it 
A subordinate is feeling somewhat insecure about a job assigned to him. He is highly competent and this leader knows that he has the skills to 
successfully and etficiently complete the assignment. THIS LEADER WOULD . . . 
a Listen to his concerns and express confidence c. 
in his ability to complete the assignment. 
b. Structure the assignment so that it is clear but d 
consider any helpful suggestions he may have. 
Tell him exactly what to do to get the job done 
and check his work daily 
Let him figure out how to do the assignment on 
his own. 
Group members have asked this leader to consider a change In their work schedule. In the past this leader has encouraged and supported 
their suggestions. In this case, group members are well aware ol the need lor change and are ready to suggest and try an alternate schedule. 
They are very competent and work well together as a group. THIS LEADER WOULD . .. 
a Allow staff involvement in developing the new c 
schedule and support the suggestions of group 
members ,j 
b Design and implement the new schedule, but in¬ 
corporate staff recommendations. 
Allow the staff to formulate and implement the 
new schedule on its own. 
Design the new schedule and closely direct its 
implementation. 
10. 
11. 
This leader has arrived 30 minutes late lor a meeting with his/her stall. When the leader arrives the meeting still hasn't started. Investigation 
reveals that a couple ol group members tried to start the meeting but most group members are discouraged because ol lack ol group member 
cooperation. Up until now the leader believes the group had been making good progress. THIS LEADER WOULD .. 
a 
b 
Restate the purpose of the meeting, then let the 
group function without any direction unless the 
group asks for the leader's help. 
Take control immediately and direct the group 
toward project completion. 
Direct the group's interaction toward task com¬ 
pletion and encourage group members to dis¬ 
cuss their problems and feelings. 
Ask the group to discuss the assigned task and 
provide as much support and encouragement 
as possible. 
A member ol the department has had a line record ol accomplishment with support and encouragement but little direction from this leader. 
The department member has been given similar tasks to accomplish lor the coming year and this leader must decide how to supervise him. 
THIS LEADER WOULD . .. 
a. Let the subordinate function by himself provid¬ 
ing his own support and direction. 
b Emphasize to him the importance of meeting 
deadlines and direct his efforts at accomplish¬ 
ing assigned tasks 
d. 
Talk with him and set goals and objectives for 
his task accomplishment, but consider his sug¬ 
gestions. 
Involve the subordinate in setting goals and 
support his efforts. 
12. In the past this leader has worked closely with the stall directing and supporting their ellorts. Productivity was high and people got along 
well together. Recognizing their abilities, this leader felt they could work well with only encouragement. The leader has redirected energies to 
new areas and the stall has continued to produce good results. The leader must now ask them to accept additional work. THIS LEADER 
WOULD ... 
a. Assign the work to them, make sure they know 
exactly what to do, and supervise them closely. 
b. Give them the job Tell them that past perform¬ 
ance has been good and that they will do well 
with this assignment. 
Make sure they know what is expected of them, 
but incorporate any helpful suggestions they 
may have. 
Let them determine how to complete the assign¬ 
ment. 
c. 
13. A new employee has been hired lo perlorm an important job In the olfice. Even though the employee is inexperienced, he Is enthusiastic and 
leels he has the confidence to do the job THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
a Let the subordinate determine what the job 
entails and how to do it. 
b Tell the subordinate exactly what the job en¬ 
tails. what is expected of him, and monitor his 
work closely and frequently. 
Let the subordinate know what exactly has to 
be done, but see if he has any suggestions or 
ideas 
Encourage and praise the subordinate's enthu¬ 
siasm and ask him how he would tackle the job 
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14. Top management has asked that the division increase its production hy 10%. The division leader knows that this can be done, but It will 
require his/her active Involvement. In order to become more actively Involved, the leader must reassign the development ot a new cost 
control system to an assistant manager. The assistant manager has had considerable experience with cost control systems but Is a little 
unsure about doing the task on her own. THIS LEAOER WOULD ... 
a Ask her to take on the project. Encourage and c. 
support her efforts. 
b. Discuss the project with her. Explain how the d 
job should be done, but see if she has any 
ideas. 
Assign her the project and let her determine 
how to do it. 
Assign her the project and prepare a detailed 
memo explaining all the steps necessary to get 
the project done 
15. A subordinate has made a suggestion (or change in the operations ol the unit that makes sense to this leader. In the past, she has been able to 
oiler and implemenl other helpful suggestions In a productive manner with the leader's support. The leader has confidence in her abilities. 
THIS LEAOER WOULD . .. 
Organize the implementation but include her 
ideas 
a Take charge of the suggestion and direct her in 
its implementation. 
b. Discuss the suggestion with her and support 
her efforts to direct its implementation. 
c. 
Give her the responsibility for implementing the 
suggestion without any leader involvement 
16. Due to Illness In the family, this leader has been forced to miss the lirst two meetings ol a committee under his/her direction. Upon attending 
the third meeting, the leader found the committee functioning well and making good progress toward completion of its goals. This leader Is 
unsure about how to fit Into the group and what role should be assumed. THIS LEADER WOULD . . . 
b 
Attend, but let the group continue to work as it 
has during the first two meetings 
Assume the leadership of the committee and 
begin to direct its activities. 
Do what can be done to make the committee 
feel important and involved and support their 
past efforts. 
Direct the activities of the group, but incorpor¬ 
ate group members' suggestions. 
17. The staff Is very competent and able to work well on their own. This leader has generally left them alone and delegated key responsibilities to 
Individual members. Their performance has been outstanding. THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
a Provide continual support and encouragement c. Continue to let the group work on its own. 
to group members. <j Direct their efforts, but work closely with the 
b. Direct and closely supervise the activities of the staff to solicit their suggestions, 
staff 
18. Top level managemenf has decided that a new procedure has fo be installed in the department If long-term gains in performance are to be 
obtained. In the past, when new procedures were installed, the group has been eager to use them but has Initially lacked the skills to do so. 
THIS LEAOER WOULD ... 
a Direct the initial implementation of the new pro- c 
cedure, but involve the group in discussing 
alternatives. 
b. Closely direct the group in their initial use of d 
the new procedure. 
Get the group involved in a discussion of the 
procedure and encourage their cooperation 
and involvement. 
Allow the group to formulate and implement 
the new procedure on its own. 
19. This leader has been recently appointed the head of a division. Under the division's former boss, the staff functioned adequately with 
considerable support and encouragement. Since this leader has taken over, however, the staff appears to be more concerned with social 
activities than with carrying out their responsibilities. The staff's performance to date has been poor. THIS LEADER WOULD ... 
c. Point out the problem and allow staff members 
to define their own responsibilities and tasks 
d Define roles, responsibilities and outcomes and 
b. Direct and organize the necessary corrective 
action, but solicit input and suggestions from 
the group.  
Discuss the staff's low performance with them 
and support their efforts to specify corrective 
action. 
freqeuntly check to see if their performance is 
improving. 
a. 
20. One of the employees managed by this leader is reluctant to take on a new assignment. The employee has had little experience in the area the 
manager wants her to work. She has done a good job with the other tasks the manager has given her. THIS LEAOER WOULD ... 
c. Encourage the employee to try the new job and 
facilitate her efforts through mutual problem¬ 
solving. 
d. Tell her exactly what must be done to success¬ 
fully complete the assignment and frequently 
monitor the results. 
Explain to the employee what must be done 
and how to do it, but listen to why she is 
reluctant to do the task. 
Give the employee the new assignment and let 
her determine the best way to do it. 
'Copyright ’985 - Blanchard Training S Development Inc 
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PBS - OTHER 
Please indicate the degree to which each of the statements below describes your 
supervisor. Do this by writing the appropriate number (based on the scale below) in 
the blank to the far left of each statement. Please make your assessment as objectively 
and factually-based as you can, without regard to whether you like or dislike the other 
person. 
The scale to use is as follows: 
Not at all 
1.2 
To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
3.4.5.6.7 
TO WHAT EXTENT DOES THE OTHER PERSON; 
_1. Know a great deal about how to do their and others' jobs? 
_2. Warrant your trust and respect? 
_3. Expect others to do what he or she suggests because they're the boss? 
_4. Make him or herself available to talk about non-job related matters? 
_5. Behave in ways you yourself would like to behave? 
_6. Influence how much of a pay increase others receive? 
7. Serve as a source of information and advice on job-related issues? 
_8. Pull "rank" in asking others to do a task? 
9. Demonstrate behavior that you really respect? 
_10. Have an impact on promotions in your organization? 
_11. Seem interested in talking with others about things not related to the job? 
_1 2. Make people feel uncomfortable when they have made an error or broken a 
rule? 
_1 3. Have knowledge that is important to others in performing their jobs? 
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PBS-Other 
Not at all 
1.2 
To a moderate 
degree 
3.4.5 
To a great 
degree 
6.7 
-14. Criticize others and their work? 
-1 5. Assume that subordinates have a duty to follow their requests? 
-16. Reprimand people for making mistakes? 
-17. Provide answers to others about how to do a better job? 
-1 8. Have a say about the size of a pay increase or a promotion that others 
might receive? 
-19. Act in a manner that you admire and aspire to be like yourself? 
_20. Make himself or herself available to listen to others' concerns? 
-21. Use his or her position (or authority) to get people to do their tasks? 
_22. Give out penalties or write reports for someone's personnel file for 
doing a poor job? 
_23. Recognize good performance in a way that is meaningful to people? 
_24. Rely on friendship to get work done? 
_25. Publicly criticize people when they have made a mistake? 
_26. Demonstrate characteristics and behavior that you admire? 
_27. Let people have a day off or similar benefit for doing a good job? 
_28. Teach people how to do their jobs more effectively? 
_29. Believe he or she has the right to make decisions that affect others on the 
job? 
_30. Depend on good interpersonal relations between himself/herself and others? 
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CONTENT VALIDITY PACKET 
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March 5, 1991 
Dear participant, 
Enclosed in this packet is a copy of the Power Base Survey, a sheet describing each of the 
individual power bases, and a scoring sheet. Please read each item on the Power Base 
Survey and determine which power base is being represented by writing it in the first 
column of the scoring sheet. Secondly, using the five point scale below, assess the 
relevance (i.e. the degree to which the item relates to the power base in question) and 
clarity (i.e. the degree to which the item is phrased in clear, unambiguous terminology) 
of each item by writing your assessments in the appropriate columns. There is also a 
space next to each item for any optional comments that you may have. Thank you. 
Not at all To a moderate 
degree 
To a great 
degree 
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PBS-Self 
Please indicate the degree to which each of the statements below describes you. Do this 
by writing the appropriate number (based on the scale below) in the blank to the far 
left of each statement. Please make your assessment as objectively and factually-based 
as you can, without considering what you think the best answer is. 
The scale to use is as follows: 
Not at all To a moderate To a great 
degree degree 
1.2.3.4.5.6.7 
TO WHAT EXTENT DO YOU: 
_1. Know a great deal about how to do your and other's jobs? 
_2. Warrant people's trust and respect? 
_3. Expect others to do what you suggest because you're the boss? 
_4. Make yourself available to talk about non-job related matters? 
_5. Behave in ways others would like to behave? 
6. Influence how much of a pay increase others receive? 
_7. Serve as a source of information and advice on job-related issues? 
_8. Pull "rank" in asking others to do a task? 
9. Demonstrate behavior that others really respect? 
_10. Have an impact on promotions in your organization? 
_11. Express interest in talking with others about things not related to the job? 
_1 2. Make people feel uncomfortable when they have made an error or 
broken a rule? 
_13. Have knowledge that is important to others in performing their jobs? 
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PBS-Self 
To a great 
degree 
2.3.4.5.6. 
Not at all To a moderate 
degree 
-14. Criticize others and their work? 
-15. Assume that subordinates have a duty to follow your requests? 
-1 6. Reprimand people for making mistakes? 
-17. Provide answers to others about how to do a job better? 
-18. Have a say about the size of a pay increase or a promotion that 
others might receive? 
-19. Act in a manner that others admire and aspire to be like? 
_20. Make yourself available to listen to others' concerns? 
-21. Use your position (or authority) to get people to do their tasks? 
_22. Give out penalties or write reports for someone's personnel file for 
doing a poor job? 
_23. Recognize good performance in a way that is meaningful to people? 
_24. Rely on friendship to get work done? 
_25. Publicly criticize people when they have made a mistake? 
_26. Demonstrate characteristics and behavior that others admire? 
_27. Let people have a day off or similar benefit for doing a good job? 
_28. Teach people how to do their jobs more effectively? 
_29. Believe you have the right to make decisions that affect others on the job? 
_30. Depend on good interpersonal relations between yourself and others? 
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SCORING SHEET 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
14. 
15. 
16. 
17. 
18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
Power Base Relevance Clarity Comments 
Does the Power Base Survey look like it measures power? Please explain your answer. 
130 
POWER BASES 
Expert power is based on the perception that the supervisor has valuable knowledge, 
information or expertise in a relevant area. 
Referent power is based on the degree of attraction the supervisee feels for his/her 
supervisor. This source of power may arise from identification with a successful model 
or feeling of shared identity. 
Legitimate power is based upon the perception that the supervisor has the right to 
influence and that other members in the relationship have an obligation to yield to this 
influence. 
Reward power is based on the perception that the supervisor has the capacity to 
provide rewards. 
Coercive power is based on the perception that the supervisor has the capacity to 
remove rewards or administer punishments. 
Relations power is based on the degree of non-task interaction with the supervisor. 
This source of power may arise out of friendship. 
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INTER-ITEM CORRELATIONS OF THE POWER BASE SURVEY 
132 
Table D.1 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS2 PBS5 PBS9 PBS19 PBS26 
PBS2 1.00 .15 .08 .19 .26 
PBS5 .15 1.00 .55** .34 .47* 
PBS9 .08 .55** 1.00 .54** .58** 
PBS19 .19 .34 .54** 1.00 .80** 
PBS26 .26 .47* .58** .80** 1.00 
PBS1 .19 .30 .22 .31 .29 
PBS7 .04 .29 .26 .21 .19 
PBS13 .24 .45* .42* .10 .16 
PBS17 .08 .12 .31 .46* .41* 
PBS28 .11 .29 .36 .37* .33 
PBS4 -.17 .08 .20 .16 .16 
PBS1 1 -.37* -.22 -.01 -.03 -.00 
PBS20 .17 .22 .24 .44* .36 
PBS24 -.10 .03 -.03 .08 -.03 
PBS30 -.17 -.17 -.29 .05 -.01 
PBS3 .10 .06 .07 .01 -.08 
PBS8 .05 .11 .13 .09 .04 
PBS15 .09 .31 .45* .32 .21 
PBS21 .09 .23 .23 .16 .07 
PBS29 -.02 .38* .25 .26 .26 
PBS6 -.17 -.11 .14 .18 .05 
PBS10 .12 .11 .27 .28 .25 
PBS1 8 -.08 -.06 .03 .24 .08 
PBS23 .04 .08 .22 .38* .32 
PBS27 .02 -.04 .08 .23 .15 
PBS12 -.14 -.13 -.26 -.28 -.33 
PBS14 -.12 -.09 .02 .11 -.04 
PBS16 .23 .08 -.03 .36 .40* 
PBS22 -.14 .15 -.15 .05 .08 
PBS25 -.24 -.09 -.24 -.17 -.21 
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Table D.1 (continued) 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS1 PBS7 
PBS2 .19 .04 
PBS5 .30 .29 
PBS9 .22 .26 
PBS19 .31 .21 
PBS26 .29 .19 
PBS1 1.00 .32 
PBS7 .32 1.00 
PBS13 .42 .31 
PBS17 .26 .27 
PBS28 .35 .59 
PBS4 .09 .16 
PBS1 1 -.16 -.01 
PBS20 -.03 -.02 
PBS24 .06 .15 
PBS30 -.02 -.06 
PBS3 .08 -.04 
PBS8 -.10 .01 
PBS1 5 .15 .32 
PBS21 -.10 .03 
PBS29 .20 .43 
PBS6 .12 .34 
PBS10 .18 .56 
PBS18 .13 .32 
PBS23 .23 .21 
PBS27 .10 .01 
PBS12 -.06 .15 
PBS14 -.14 -.07 
PBS16 .07 .18 
PBS22 -.13 .16 
PBS25 -.07 .10 
PBS13 PBS17 PBS28 
.24 .08 .11 
.45* .12 .28 
.42* .31 .36 
.10 .46* .37* 
.16 .41* .33 
.42* .26 .35 
.31 .27 .59** 
1.00 .28 .50** 
.28 1.00 .45 
.50** .45* 1.00 
-.01 .30 .06 
-.20 .26 -.04 
.04 .16 .08 
.15 .34 .34 
-.21 .02 -.14 
.13 -.06 .05 
-.02 .08 .20 
.41* .40* .42* 
.08 .22 .23 
.46* .35 .58** 
-.17 .09 .20 
.02 .15 .30 
-.08 .12 .20 
.25 .10 .50** 
-.06 .12 .18 
.01 -.15 .06 
-.33 -.07 -.10 
-.06 .41* .37* 
.00 .03 .05 
.07 .02 .12 
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Table D.1 (continued) 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS2 
PBS5 
PBS9 
PBS19 
PBS26 
PBS1 
PBS7 
PBS13 
PBS17 
PBS28 
PBS4 
PBS1 1 
PBS20 
PBS24 
PBS30 
PBS3 
PBS8 
PBS1 5 
PBS21 
PBS29 
PBS6 
PBS10 
PBS18 
PBS23 
PBS27 
PBS12 
PBS14 
PBS16 
PBS22 
PBS25 
PBS4 
-.17 
.08 
.20 
.16 
.16 
.09 
.16 
-.01 
.30 
.06 
1.00 
.71 ** 
.22 
.54** 
.30 
.34 
.06 
.42* 
.10 
.26 
-.04 
.02 
-.10 
-.09 
.01 
-.09 
.10 
.19 
.15 
.24 
PBS11 
-.37* 
-.22 
-.01 
-.03 
.00 
-.16 
-.01 
-.20 
.26 
-.04 
.71** 
1.00 
.27 
.39.* 
.41* 
.08 
-.15 
.07 
-.04 
.18 
.17 
.08 
.15 
.05 
.18 
-.04 
-.02 
.08 
.17 
.06 
PBS20 
.17 
.22 
.24 
.44* 
.36 
-.03 
-.02 
.04 
.16 
.08 
.22 
.27 
1.00 
.22 
.35 
.05 
.19 
.13 
.14 
.40* 
.07 
.14 
.02 
.35 
.09 
.01 
.17 
.21 
.07 
-.14 
PBS24 
-.10 
.03 
-.03 
.08 
-.03 
.06 
.15 
.15 
.34 
.34 
.54** 
.39.* 
.22 
1.00 
.23 
.26 
.17 
.38* 
.28 
.37* 
-.10 
-.26 
-.26 
.09 
.09 
.10 
-.08 
.41* 
.34 
.36 
PBS30 
-.17 
-.17 
-.29 
.05 
-.01 
-.02 
-.06 
-.21 
.02 
-.14 
.30 
.41* 
.35 
.23 
1.00 
.14 
-.18 
.01 
-.21 
.12 
-.01 
-.16 
.00 
.11 
.09 
.20 
-.02 
.14 
.07 
.04 
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Table D.1 (continued) 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS3 PBS8 PBS15 PBS21 PBS29 
PBS2 
PBS5 
PBS9 
PBS19 
PBS26 
PBS1 
PBS7 
PBS13 
PBS17 
PBS28 
PBS4 
PBS11 
PBS20 
PBS24 
PBS30 
PBS3 
PBS8 
PBS15 
PBS21 
PBS29 
PBS6 
PBS10 
PBS18 
PBS23 
PBS27 
PBS12 
PBS14 
PBS16 
PBS22 
PBS25 
.10 
.06 
.07 
.01 
-.08 
.08 
-.04 
.13 
-.06 
.05 
.34 
.08 
.05 
.26 
.14 
1.00 
.42* 
.58** 
.42* 
.12 
-.05 
-.07 
-.18 
-.09 
-.38* 
.09 
-.04 
.18 
.06 
.20 
.05 
.11 
.13 
.09 
.04 
-.10 
.01 
-.02 
.08 
.20 
.06 
-.15 
.19 
.17 
-.18 
.42* 
1.00 
.47* 
.71** 
.35 
.20 
.16 
-.03 
-.12 
-.29 
.14 
.47* 
.17 
.12 
.49** 
.09 
.31 
.45* 
.32 
.21 
.15 
.32 
.41* 
.40* 
.42* 
.42* 
.07 
.13 
.38* 
.01 
.58** 
.47* 
1.00 
.61** 
.48* 
.05 
.07 
-.07 
.00 
-.32 
.01 
.16 
.33 
.26 
.16 
.09 
.23 
.23 
.16 
.07 
-.10 
.03 
.08 
.22 
.23 
.10 
-.04 
.14 
.28 
-.21 
.42* 
.71** 
.61** 
1.00 
.33 
.20 
.06 
-.01 
-.20 
-.34 
.03 
.33 
.19 
.17 
.17 
-.02 
.38* 
.25 
.26 
.26 
.20 
.43* 
.46* 
.35 
.58** 
.26 
.18 
.40* 
.37* 
.12 
.12 
.35 
.48** 
.33 
1.00 
.14 
.33 
.15 
.24 
-.09 
.34 
.11 
.36 
.32 
.13 
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Table D.1 (continued) 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS6 PBS10 PBS18 PBS23 PBS27 
PBS2 -.17 .12 -.08 .04 .02 
PBS5 -.11 .11 -.06 .08 -.04 
PBS9 .14 .27 .03 .22 .08 
PBS19 .18 .28 .24 .38* .23 
PBS26 .05 .25 .08 .32 .15 
PBS1 .12 .18 .14 .23 .10 
PBS7 .34 .56** .32 .21 .01 
PBS13 -.17 .02 -.08 .25 -.06 
PBS17 .09 .15 .12 .10 .12 
PBS28 .20 .30 .20 .50** .18 
PBS4 -.04 .02 -.10 -.09 .01 
PBS1 1 .17 .08 .15 .05 .18 
PBS20 .07 .14 .02 .35 .09 
PBS24 -.10 -.26 -.26 .09 .09 
PBS30 .00 -.16 .00 .11 .09 
PBS3 -.05 -.07 -.18 -.09 -.38* 
PBS8 .20 .16 -.03 -.12 -.29 
PBS1 5 .05 .07 -.07 .00 -.32 
PBS21 .20 .06 -.01 -.20 -.34 
PBS29 .14 .33 .15 .24 -.09 
PBS6 1.00 .68** .80** .23 .19 
PBS10 .68** 1.00 .70** .26 .19 
PBS18 .80** .70** 1.00 .32 .22 
PBS23 .23 .26 .32 1.00 .37* 
PBS27 .19 .19 .22 .37* 1.00 
PBS12 .12 .14 .17 -.08 -.31 
PBS14 .18 .18 .11 -.20 -.10 
PBS16 .01 .12 -.05 .11 .04 
PBS22 .13 .03 .16 .03 -.13 
PBS25 .00 -.02 -.05 -.14 -.19 
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Table D.1 (continued) 
Inter-Item Correlations of the Power Base Survey 
PBS12 PBS14 PBS16 PBS22 PBS25 
PBS2 -.14 -.12 .23 -.14 -.24 
PBS5 -.13 -.09 .08 .15 -.09 
PBS9 -.26 .02 -.03 -.15 -.24 
PBS19 -.28 .11 .36 .05 -.17 
PBS26 -.33 -.04 .40* .08 -.21 
PBS1 -.06 -.14 .07 -.13 -.07 
PBS7 .15 -.07 .18 .16 .10 
PBS13 -.01 -.33 -.06 .00 -.07 
PBS17 -.15 -.07 .41* .03 .02 
PBS28 .06 -.10 .37* .05 .12 
PBS4 -.09 .10 .19 .15 .24 
PBS1 1 -.04 -.02 .08 .17 .06 
PBS20 .01 .17 .21 .08 -.14 
PBS24 .10 -.08 .41* .34 .36 
PBS30 .20 -.02 .14 .07 .04 
PBS3 .09 -.04 .18 .06 .20 
PBS8 .14 .47* .17 .12 .49** 
PBS15 .01 .16 .33 .26 .16 
PBS21 .03 .33 .19 .17 .17 
PBS29 .34 .11 .36 .32 .13 
PBS6 .12 .19 .01 .13 .00 
PBS10 .14 .18 .12 .03 -.02 
PBS18 .17 .11 -.05 .16 -.05 
PBS23 -.08 -.20 .11 .03 -.14 
PBS27 -.31 -.10 .04 -.13 -.19 
PBS1 2 1.00 .33 .21 .39* .34 
PBS14 .33 1.00 .08 .08 .36 
PBS16 .21 .08 1.00 .53** .11 
PBS22 .39* .08 .53** 1.00 .18 
PBS25 .34 .36 .11 .18 1.00 
N=40 
* - .01 
**- .001 
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